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Harry Ludd 


THE FATE OF AMERICAN CIVIL 
LIBERTIES 


Taz American people, like the peoples of Europe, have had a long 
historical experience in defending their civil liberties from violation. But 
there is a certain justice in the earlier attitude that these violations were 
incidental and tentative, that time would resolve many local and some few 
national transgressions of democratic rights. Steady progress in removing 
all major obstacles to free speech, assembly, free press and political organi- 
zation marked the course of the nineteenth century, reaching high points 
with universal male franchise and the abolition of Negro slavery in the 
’sixties. On the eve of the first World War, civil liberties in the United 
States were so well assured, for the prevailing white majority at least, that 
virtually no demand existed for a serious literature on the subject. 
Zechariah Chaffee’s Freedom of Speech, which appeared in 1920, was one 
of the earliest attempts to assay the issue, and it is in the spirit of even 
those years of Palmer raids, deportations and trials for “sedition” that the 
book was designed to supply attorneys with a technical handbook on the 
subject. The date, however, is indicative: After the World War a corner 
was turned in the forward strides of personal, political and social liberty. 
To an extent never witnessed before, the local and national authorities 
turned upon many of the past traditions of the country and systematically 
violated them; in less than three years, much of the progress achieved by a 
century was rapidly undone. These transgressions of civil rights subsided 
shortly afterward but their residue has never wholly disappeared. Civil 
liberties reached a lower plateau and a substantial retreat from earlier 
democratic gains was made. 

But if the first World War may be described as a dividing line, marking 2 
serious retreat, the second World War and the ensuing years must be 
described as an utter rout. To-day, an unmistakable and decisive trend away 
from the constitutional rights, traditions and practices of American life is 
again sweeping the country. But this tendency is more basic than anything 
witnessed in the past, impaling rights which were never before questioned 
and moving against all of those liberties so painfully acquired in two 
centuries of democratic struggle. This far reaching decline encompasses 
every aspect of government, politics, employment, education, com- 
munication and daily life. It will no longer do to regard the current decline 
of American civil liberties as episodic. Indeed, it would hardly be an 
exaggeration of the evidence at hand to say that the trend is ubiquitous and 
unsparing, that its range is implicitly unlimited and its course completely 
demarcated, duplicating the step-by-step march towards totalitarianism in 
Europe. 
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Callous and crude behaviour on the part of American officialdom in either 
dealing with or initiating civil rights violations can be attributed in part to 
the permeation of nearly every aspect of American life with a hard and 
competitive industrial spirit. Perhaps no country in the world has made the 
conduct of government a “business” like the United States, with the 
concomitant use of “businessmen” and “business methods”. Government 
resembles a commercial enterprise: It is bitten by a distinctly commercial 
spirit, with few serious traditions beyond those which have been cultivated 
in trade and industry. Even the jargon of government reflects the language 
of commerce. We speak of election “ballyhoo”, of “trading” votes, advan- 
tages, and even political positions. Party conventions parallel the conven- 
tions of salesmen on the loose, with hotel amours, snake-dances, card 
parties and whoopee. Whereas French politicians are noted for their 
classical rhetoric (everyone tries to be a Cicero), and the English are 
distinguished by a decorous respectability and a traditional susceptibility to 
public opinion, American politicians are rightly characterized as “party 
bosses”, with no traditions to support them other than those engendered by 
commerce. The result has been neither efficiency nor administrative 
superiority, but all the predatory attributes of bourgeois competition. 

This has given a sharp edge to an even more fundamental fact of 
American life. The contrast between past and present performance on civil 
rights rides on changes in the American economy and the world rdle of the 
United States. Chaffee sees, in some measure, that a different economic 
“atmosphere” separates the first World War from the past development of 
the country. 

“After the Sedition Act of 1798 expired in two years,” he writes, “there 
was no such federal legislation until 1917, with the possible exception of the 
conspiracy sections of the Criminal Code, which are not violated by the 
use of seditious words unaccompanied by some overt act. In the states 
likewise, old penalties for heterodox opinions were gradually removed and 
very little fresh legislation against them was enacted. . . . Not only were 
there few prosecutions in English-speaking countries during this period, but 
also immigrants with strange views for which they had suffered on the 
Continent of Europe were given asylum and welcome in England and the 
United States; and socialistic communities were established in our midst 
and even permitted without legal interference to pursue experiments in 
relations between the sexes. In short, the prevailing doctrine of laissez 
faire was extended to the field of discussion.” 

The “prevailing doctrine”, like the economic conditions of laissez faire, 
is now gone; the economic conditions have been replaced in the normal 
course of industrial concentration by monopoly and an ever-closer marriage 
of the state and the economy. The “prevailing doctrine” no longer 
emphasizes the pursuit of markets, but control and “stabilization”. 
Advanced capitalist countries (Germany and Japan) are annexed by 
America; their economies are directly or indirectly circumscribed, first by 
forced dismantlings and then by Schuman plans; “surplus” populations, 
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general economic development throughout the world. From the expanding 
economic system of the last century, capitalism has slipped into stagnation 
and retrogression. The old democratic framework no longer conforms to 
the new direction of the bourgeois development, and civil liberties’ viola- 
tions, which were once compensated for by an over-all political and 
economic upswing, form a pattern that is pointed toward totalitarianism. 
This is the essential basis of contemporary civil liberties’ violations, 
distinguishing them from the episodic character of earlier ones. The situation 
can no longer be taken lightly because it is not only more far-reaching but is 
deeply-rooted in a tremendous historical change from one economic period 
to another. Indeed, the very fact that America has the industry and 
abundance to resolve all the economic difficulties of our time tends to 
require repressive techniques of unparalleled ferocity; the need is almost 
daily supplied by the contrast between what exists and what could exist 
under a rational organization of society. Every economic difficulty, each 
episode in Korea, every social problem reminds the population that the 
means are abundantly at hand for the complete resolution of all social and 
economic problems. At the same time, the repressive machine grows and 
fosters these problems, highlighting and stirring up the “peculiarities” of 
the American scene, its cult of business and its sharp racial and cultural 
animosities. The incompleteness and unevenness of social life in the United 
States — its tremendous economic resources on the one side and its 
tortured regional, intellectual and political limitations on the other — 
brings to mind the picture of an infant playing with an atom bomb. 


The Purge 

It is of remarkable interest that while the decline of American civil 
liberties has its nodal points during the past two World Wars, the sharpest 
decline in each case is reached after the war. War furnishes the excuse for 
countless laws, restrictions and abuses, but peace becomes the time for 
execution of the “wartime” measures on an unprecedented scale, over- 
shadowing nearly all that occurs during the period of hostilities. This is 
not because wartime is a period of democratic solicitude and warm concern 
for civil rights, but because peace is always a period of disillusionment, of 
economic and political crises and ensuing repression. The war measures, 
ostensibly directed against giving “aid” to the “foreign enemy”, invariably 
culminate in suppressing the “internal enemy” after the foreign enemy has 
been completely vanquished. The American population always proves to be 
the principal victim of wartime “security”. 

The declaration of war in April, 1917, was an occasion for the most 
sweeping “espionage” and “sedition” acts of American history. The first of 
these measures, enacted on 15th June, 1917, made it a criminal offense to 
(1) “wilfully make or convey false reports or false statements with intent to 
interfere with the operation or success of the military or naval forces of the 
United States or to promote the success of its enemies, (2) or . . . when 
the United States is at war, ... [to] . . . wilfully cause or attempt to 
cause insubordination, disloyalty, mutiny, or refusal of duty in the military 
or naval forces of the United States, (3) or. . . [to] . . . wilfully obstruct 
the recruiting or enlistment service of the United States... .” Eleven 
months later, when the war was all but decided in favor of the Allied 
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powers, the Espionage Act was broadened at the request of the Attorney 
General to include the first clauses against “sedition” since the days of the 
Revolutionary War period. The new amendment added to the original 
offenses by making it a crime to say or do anything to obstruct the sale of 
U.S. bonds except for “bona fide” business reasons; it subjected people 
who utter or write scornful remarks about the government, Constitution, 
flag, military uniform, etc., to $10,000 fine or twenty years’ imprisonment. 
The construction put on these acts by the enforcement agencies and courts 
created an astonishing situation throughout the United States. 

“Tt became criminal to advocate heavier taxation instead of bond issues,” 
writes Chaffee, “to state that conscription was unconstitutional though the 
Supreme Court had not yet held it valid, to say that the sinking of merchant 
vessels was legal, to urge a referendum should have preceded our declaration 
of war, to say that war was contrary to the teachings of Christ. Men have 
been punished for criticizing the Red Cross and the Y.M.C.A., while under 
the Minnesota Espionage Act it has been held a crime to discourage women 
from knitting by the remark, ‘No soldier ever sees these socks’. It was in 
no way necessary that these expressions of opinion should be addressed to 
soldiers or men on the point of enlisting or being drafted. Most judges held 
it enough if the words might conceivably reach such men. They have made 
it impossible for an opponent of the war to write an article or even a letter 
in a newspaper of general circulation because it will be read in some 
training camp where it might cause insubordination or interfere with 
military success. He cannot address a large audience because it is liable to 
include a few men in uniform; and some judges have held him punishable 
if it contains men between eighteen and forty-five, since they may be 
called into the army eventually; some have emphasized the possible presence 
of shipbuilders and munition-makers. ... Judge Van Valkenburgh, in 
United States v. Rose Pastor Stokes, even made it criminal to argue to 
women against a war, by the words: ‘I am for the people and the govern- 
ment is for the profiteers’, because what is said to mothers, sisters, and 
sweethearts may lessen their enthusiasm for the war. . . . Many men were 
imprisoned for arguments or profanity used in the heat of private alterca- 
tion, on a railroad train, in a hotel lobby, or at that battle-ground of 
disputation, a boarding-house table. In one case, two strangers came to a 
farmhouse and asked the owner if he could let them have some gasoline, 
saying that they had been stranded out in the country. He not only gave 
them the gasoline, but invited them to dinner. An argument arose during 
the meal, and the farmer used scurrilous and presumably unpatriotic 
language in the presence of his guests, two hired men, two nieces, and some 
children. The guests reported his language, and he was convicted of a 
wilful attempt to cause disloyalty, insubordination, mutiny, and refusal 
of duty in the military and naval forces of the United States. Even 
unexpressed thoughts were prosecuted through an ingenious method of 
inquisition. A German-American who had not subscribed to Liberty Bonds 
was visited in his house by a committee who asked his reasons and received 
a courteous reply that he did not wish either side to win the war and could 
not conscientiously give it his aid. He was thereupon arrested and held in 
confinment until released by a district court.” One man, D. T. Blodgett, 
was convicted “for circulating a pamphlet urging the voters of Iowa not to 
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re-elect the Congressmen who voted for conscription, and reprinting an 
argument of Thomas E. Watson, of Georgia, against the constitutionality 
of the Draft Act”. 

These are not instances of extra-legal abuse. They were all initiated and 
many were supported by the law enforcement and judicial agencies of the 
country. More than 1,900 prosecutions and judicial reviews occurred during 
the brief period of American participation in the first World War. All 
media of opinion were curbed, often with the most absurdly circuitous and 
tangential explanations. An issue of The Public was banned from the mails 
for urging that less money be raised by loans and more by taxes; The 
Nation suffered the same fate during the last months of the war for 
criticizing the “slacker” roundups “or more probably for attacking Mr. 
Gompers, president of the American Federation of Labor” (Chaffee); the 
Postmaster General, one Burlson, censored the Freeman’s Journal and 
Catholic Register “for reprinting Jefferson’s opinion that Ireland should be 
a republic” (Chaffee); an issue of the Irish World was banned because it 
expressed the belief that Palestine would not become an independent Jewish 
state but would be reduced to a colonial minion like Egypt. Even Veblen’s 
Imperial Germany and the Industrial Revolution was excluded from the 
mails in Burlson’s crusade against all written heterodoxy. 

The attempt to exclude and suppress The Masses, a well-known socialist 
monthly of the day, stirred the dregs of official cynicism. The magazine at 
first tried to learn what portions of its material were responsible for the 
exclusion of its August issue and offered to delete the offensive passages. 
Burlson coolly refused this information, Having excluded the August issue, 
Burlson thereupon revoked the second class mailing rights of the monthly 
on the specious argument that The Masses no longer was a periodical. And 
why, if you please? Because the magazine had “skipped” one issue — the 
August one, which Burlson had suppressed! The same “principle” was 
applied to the Milwaukee Leader, another socialist periodical, and it is to 
the ever-lasting disgrace of the American courts that Burlson’s decisions 
were judicially reviewed and sustained. Indeed, it made very little difference 
what the courts eventually decided, for the Espionage Act did not come 
before the Supreme Court until 1919, after the war had ended. As Chaffee 
puts it: “The nine Justices in the Supreme Court can only lock the doors 
after the Liberty Bell is stolen.” 

The laws of 1917-18 left it entirely to the personal predilections of the 
Postmaster General, a political appointee scoured from the depths of the 
Democratic Party machine, whether a publication was to be permitted to 
employ the mails for distribution. Since access to the mails usually decides 
the very life of a periodical, the law gave the national ward heelers, machine 
hacks and assorted patronage monarchs complete executive control over the 
reading matter available to the American people. It is of interest that this 
privilege was more far-reaching than any suppressive measure in American 
history after 1798. Even during the Civi! War, when the South rose up and 
carried a bitter internecine struggle into the plains of Pennsylvania, 
measures to curb the disloyal press were revoked by Lincoln. Neither 
Wilson nor such later Presidents as Roosevelt and Truman, however, saw 
fit to remove this power from the hands of the Postmaster General. The 
prerogative remains to this very day. 
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What is perhaps even more remarkable is that Burlson’s suppression did 
not end with the war. The New York Call and the Milwaukee Leader were 
kept from the mails thirteen months after the Armistice, and as late as the 
autumn of 1919 three men were arrested and tried in Syracuse “for 
distributing circulars . . . describing ill-treatment of political prisoners, 
calling an amnesty meeting, and requesting that letters be written to the 
President and members of Congress. . . . The defendants were convicted 
and sentenced to eighteen months in prison for disloyal language about our 
form of government and the military forces, language designed to bring 
them and the Constitution into contempt, inciting resistance to the United 
States, and obstruction of recruiting”. (Chaffee.) 

The axe fell in 1919 and 1920. In the winter of these years, seventy bills 
against “sedition” flooded committees of the House of Representatives. The 
House Judiciary Committee was in a bloody mood, recommending the 
death penalty against domestic radicals! Senator McKellar of Tennessee 
proposed that Guam be set aside as a penal colony for the deportation of 
native-born Americans whose beliefs were suspect or heterodox. The pro- 
posed legislation was not passed, for a wave of protest swept the country, 
reflecting itself in a barrage of testimony by labor leaders, liberals and 
lawyers before the Congressional committees. The more alert and advanced 
sections of the population answered the government by electing Victor 
Berger, a mid-Western socialist, to Congress despite the fact that he was 
under indictment for sedition in Chicago. When Congress refused to seat 
Berger in the spring of 1919, the Socialist was re-elected with a smashing 
plurality that gave him 8,000 votes more than in the first election, receiving 
25,802 ballots as against the 19,800 for his leading opponent. Again 
Congress refused to seat him, and the Berger case threatened to turn into 
a cause celébre, similar to the famous struggle of John Wilkes to be seated 
in a Tory British parliament during the eighteenth century. 

At the same time, five Socialists who were elected to the New York State 
Legislature were promptly refused their seats by the Assembly. A huge tide 
of protest rolled over the Assembly and Congress. In New York, such 
conservative organizations and periodicals as the National Security League, 
the Bar Association, and the Weekly Review, strongly assailed the Assembly, 
and the New York City Board of Aldermen demonstratively seated its 
Socialist electees during the height of the campaign against the State 
Legislature. National protests collected around the Berger case, finally 
compelling Congress to seat the Milwaukee Socialist. A strong feeling 
against further sedition laws and civil liberties’ abuses arrested measures 
for a “Siberia” on Guam and the execution of Radicals. 

At this point, the issue shifted its ground — not by diminishing but 
by assuming crucial proportions. During the late hours of 2nd January, 
1920, Federal and local police under the direction of the Department of 
Justice suddenly swooped down all over the country, raiding homes and 
clubs in a sweeping roundup of “radical aliens”. When the raids were 
completed, four thousand persons occupied the jails, offices, and special 
detention building of the police. The story of these raids — the so-called 
“Palmer Raids”, named after the Attorney General who inspired them — 
belongs to the activities of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and will be 
told in some detail when we subsequently describe the noxious activities of 
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this agency. The police violated almost every conceivable constitutional 
tenet in this unprecedented action by arresting native-born and naturalized 
Americans as well as aliens, making forcible entries, searching homes, taking 
persons into custody without warrants and cynically acquiring warrants 
after arrests and searches had been completed. People who happened to be 
making visits at a raided home were arrested and confined for days together 
with those who had been selected by the police. Detention places were 
terribly over-crowded, access to attorneys was generally prohibited, habeas 
corpus was suspended in fact if not in theory. The opinion of Judge 
George W. Anderson in the Colyer case gives a description of the condi- 
tions which prevailed. In Lynn, Massachusetts, for example, “thirty-nine 
people were holding a meeting to discuss the formation of a co-operative 
bakery. About half of them were citizens. But the Lynn police, acting under 
the instructions of the Department of Justice, raided this hall and arrested 
the entire thirty-nine, held them overnight in cells at the police station, and 
then had them docketed as ‘suspects’ and thirty-eight of them discharged. 
. . . Private rooms were searched in omnibus fashion; trunks, bureaux, suit- 
cases, and boxes broken open; books and papers seized. I doubt whether a 
single search warrant was obtained or applied for. . . . In the early days at 
Deer Island one alien committed suicide by throwing himself from the fifth 
floor and dashing his brains out in the corridor below in the presence of 
other horrified aliens. One was committed as insane; others were driven 
nearly, if not quite, to the verge of insanity.” Flagrant violations of precious 
civil rights, guarded and developed through the years, were commonplace, 
and Judge Anderson’s description is woefully incomplete in the face of 
what occurred. 

The Palmer raids and ensuing deportations represent the high point of 
the trend initiated by the first World War. They remain by far the most 
devastating example of how “security” measures, justified by military 
exigencies and supposedly motivated by hostilities on the other side of the 
Atlantic, received their widest application after the war. 

The Palmer raids did not bring the campaign against civil liberties to an 
end. Investigations continued and the notorious Lusk Committee in New 
York State made attempts to close Socialist institutions like the Rand School 
as late as the early ’twenties. The United States Supreme Court sustained 
the conviction of Benjamin Gitlow, a Communist leader indicted for 
sedition, as late as 1925. Countless episodic violations continued throughout 
the ’twenties and ’thirties. The worst breaches of liberty were set aside by 
the Supreme Court under the leadership of Justice Charles Evans Hughes. 
Many of these violations were no more serious than others which had 
occurred in the past history of the American Republic, but an entirely new 
atmosphere pervaded the country. A number of sinister statutes that had 
been absent before reposed in the penal code. On 7th March, 1921, the 
Supreme Court upheld Burlson’s order of October, 1917, denying the use 
of second-class mailing rights to the Milwaukee Leader. The first version 
of the Espionage Act was declared constitutional by the Court in a series of 
six decisions, three of them unanimously in 1919 and three with minority 
opinions in 1919-1920. In addition, a large number of sedition laws in one 
guise or another were enacted and sustained in many states. The ’twenties 
saw the enactment of stringent racial laws against immigration, marking a 
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decisive end to the traditional “open door” for immigrants, previously 
three-quarters shut. The notorious judicial murder of Sacco and Vanzetti, 
wholesale terror in outlying industrial areas, heightened police brutality, 
reinforced by the carte blanche of the Palmer raids, and the scandalous 
confinement of Tom Mooney in the jails of California, highlighted the 
trend. 

An important fact must be emphasized, however. Although the sedition 
laws, trials, alien deportations and press bans of the war and post-war 
periods were dramatic and widespread, they were far from forming a 
complete pattern or even a real foundation for a decisive historical reaction. 
The legislation itself was not systematic and thus lost its effectiveness. Most 
of it remained ill-conceived patchwork, scrambled together by excuses 
provided in wartime and carried beyond the war as a result of panic 
inspired by the Russian Revolution. There was no centralized police force 
of any importance to execute Federal measures, and no elaborate espionage 
system to ferret out opponents. The very noise of the campaign became 
self-defeating after the first illusions of the war faded away. The sedition 
trials, arrests and even the deportations did not exceed a few thousand. 
The abuses went far, and to this day remain poignant reminders of the 
precipitous decline from pre-war heights, but they spent themselves, as all 
furores do. Nor were they long-lasting. There was an ebb after four noisy 
years of bluster and rhetoric. The most serious challenge lay in what 
remained after the receding tide: Laws upheld by the courts which received 
very little public attention but which were capable of being welded into a 
fearsome weapon against civil liberties. 

An entirely different and far more decisive technique was initiated under 
the later Roosevelt administrations. It is a sort of negative “tribute” to this 
President that he made American liberalism dig its own grave — and do 
it with gusto and enthusiasm. If the day finally comes when the American 
people wake up to find themselves manacled and gagged, the most important 
instrument in riveting their shackles will have been Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
Palmer was noisy and crude; he was too obvious to have a lasting imprint 
on the American social fabric. Roosevelt brought a cool suaveness and the 
vernacular of reform, liberalism and realpolitik to the task of initiating the 
most significant decline of civil liberties in United States history. It was he 
who quietly opened the Pandora’s box of repression and released the germs 
of a totalitarianism which is now rotting the core of American democratic 
life. The deed was done with such sophistication that to this day the 
liberals have not the faintest idea of how far-reaching were the measures 
taken against civil rights during the second World War or of the continuity 
of these measures into the present funeral march of American democracy. 

In the late ’thirties, Roosevelt began to initiate a development which had 
been firmly resisted with some measure of success before his administration: 
The rise of a central police and espionage organization of enormous 
proportions. At the same time that private industrial gangs hired by the 
large corporations were suppressed, the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
was taken out of relative obscurity, armed, financed and turned loose upon 
the country. A vast dossier and finger-printing establishment was created 
to catalogue and identify every citizen. This turn in affairs may be regarded 
as more significant than any taken earlier, for it destroyed the principal 
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defense heterodoxy always had against “sedition” legislation, even in the 
days of the war — anonymity. Nothing so completely frustrated the work 
of a Palmer than the inaccessability of the radical movement and the protec- 
tion supplied it by police ignorance. The earlier sedition laws could reach 
no further than the arm of the police, and the ineffectiveness of the police 
power, a tradition strong in American democracy, is revealed by the com- 
paratively small number of people effected by sedition trials and deporta- 
tions. With the maturation of the FBI this arm was extended, giving a 
deadliness to extant laws that they never before possessed. The FBI can 
be regarded, in its present form, as a product of Roosevelt and the iron 
grasp he gave to the Federal government, it flowered under his warm smile; 
its organization was perfected by his administration; its present weight was 
nourished by executive measures from the White House, enlarging the 
agency’s powers and initiating its penetration into every corner of American 
life. 

The trend toward a closer policing of the population became obvious 
in April, 1939, when Congressional hearings were opened on legislation to 
compel aliens to register with the Department of Justice. On 28th June, 
1940, the Alien Registration Act became law, and millions of people were 
finger-printed and obliged to carry identification cards. It is little known, 
however, that the registration of foreigners was, although, in itself, very 
serious, the least consequential aspect of the new legislation. Writes 
Chaffee: “Not until months later did I for one realize that this statute 
contains the most drastic restrictions on freedom of speech ever enacted 
in the United States during peace. It is no more limited to the registration 
of aliens than the Espionage Act of 1917 was limited to spying. Most of the 
Alien Registration Act is not concerned with registration, and the very first 
part of it has nothing particular to do with aliens. Just as the 1917 Act gave 
us a wartime sedition law, so the 1940 Act gives us a peacetime sedition 
law — for everybody, especially United States citizens.” 

The Alien Registration Act is frankly no more than a Federal sedition 
act, in every respect more stringent than the legislation passed during the 
first World War. It makes it unlawful in any way to “impair, or influence 
the loyalty, morale, or discipline of the military or naval forces of the 
United States”. The “morale” of the armed forces was a factor completely 
absent in the original Espionage Act of 1917, which is otherwise a pattern 
for the later measure. Section 2 of the Act is in fact “the federal peacetime 
sedition law which A. Mitchell Palmer and his associated patrioteers tried 
to scare the country into passing twenty years ago without success”, notes 
Chaffee. It makes it unlawful “to knowingly or wilfully advocate, abet, 
advise . . . the duty, necessity, desirability, or propriety of overthrowing or 
destroying any government in the United States by force or violence” or to 
cause the overthrow of the government, publish literature in this connec- 
tion, and so on. 

Responsibility for this Act must be placed entirely on the shoulders of 
the Roosevelt Administration, which paralyzed all opposition to its enact- 
ment and gave the law presidential sanction without a word of critical 
comment. In fact, the worst portions of this legislation were requested by 
such government departments as the Navy, whose Acting Secretary, Edison, 
complained that “literature of a subversive character has been distributed 
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in increasing quantities in recent years to the personnel of the Army and 
Navy”. With this as ammunition, Senator Walsh, an administration stal- 
wart in the Committee on Naval Affairs, fostered a bill corresponding to 
Sections 1 and 4 of the Act. A lieutenant was sent by the Department to 
urge the passage of legislation embodied in the first section of the Act. The 
Bill was passed in the House by an overwhelming vote — 272 to 48 — 
with virtually no Democratic opposition. In the Senate it was carried 
without even the dignity of a roll call. The fine Roosevelt glove can be 
seen in the negligible opposition this bill received during the 1939 Congres- 
sional hearings. “In 1919-20,” observes Chaffee, “Palmer’s bill and its 
companion measures encountered a powerful opposition in the hearings and 
in the press. . . . The subject was threshed out pro and con all winter 
long in editorials and public meetings over the country. Yet in the hearings 
on the present law, which came in April, 1939 — a year before the fall of 
France — the only opponents of its sedition sections were Osmond 
Fraenkel for the American Civil Liberties Union, Ralph Emerson for the 
CIO maritime unions and Paul Scharrenberg for the American Federation 
of Labor. . . . Outside of Congress very little was said against this and 
other pending sedition bills, either in the newspapers or in public halls or 
over the radio. Indeed one hardly realized during 1939 and 1940 that any 
such legislation was in prospect. What had happened to our love of freedom 
in those twenty years? Frankly, I cannot explain the comparative silence in 
the face of this drastic proposal for suppression of discussion.” 

The principal explanation is that the Administration had so completely 
organized and tied liberalism that Roosevelt’s silence was enough to produce 
complete apathy among his followers and admirers. A peacetime sedition 
law passed both houses of Congress with hardly the faintest popular or 
official opposition. Only a year later did the full implications ‘of this law 
begin to reach public attention. 

Title One of the Alien Registration Act is in actuality the notorious 
Smith Gag Act, which prohibits the advocacy of insubordination, disloyalty, 
mutiny, or refusal of duty in the military or naval forces of the United 
States. This law received its first application on 15th July, 1941, almost a 
half-year before the United States entered the second World War, when a 
Federal Grand Jury handed down an indictment in Minneapolis against 
twenty-nine leaders of the Socialist Workers Party, the ineffectual and 
insignificant organization of American Trotskyism. Perhaps few “sedition” 
cases have been marked by the cynicism that entered into the prosecution 
and imprisonment of these Trotskyists. The actual motives for the so-called 
Minneapolis Trial had nothing whatever to do with sedition. The organiza- 
tion under prosecution was hopelessly inept and sectarian, without any 
influence on the general population, much less on the armed forces. There 
was as much danger that this movement would inspire revolution or lower 
the morale of the armed forces as there is that the man in the moon will 
lead the Battle of Armageddon. Yet the Trotskyists were raided, arrested 
and sent to jail upon the direct personal intervention of Roosevelt — for 
reasons that had nothing whatever to do with their “revolutionary” activi- 
ties. The Smith Act was invoked to settle an upheaval in Daniel J. Tobin’s 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters: that is, the sedition law was 
applied by the President of the United States to break the slender influence 
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of the Trotskyists in a mid-Western union local and thereby safeguard the 
control of a Presidential favorite over his union. 

The principal facts of this case bear repetition. From the early ’thirties, 
the official American Trotskyist party had played a considerable réle in 
organizing the teamsters of the Minnesota area, managing, in time, strongly 
to entrench itself in local 544 of the AFL Union. The local was often at 
odds with its international, largely because Tobin was notorious for the 
dishonesty of his administration. A clash came in the spring of 1941, when 
the May issue of the The Teamsters’ Journal carried a bitter denunciation 
of the Trotskyist leaders of local 544. The Trotskyists were ordered to stand 
trial before the union’s International Executive Board and the local was 
advised that its leaders were to be supplanted by a receiver. The Trotskyists 
answered these manceuvres by calling a membership meeting on 9th June and 
affiliating with the CIO. The story is an old one in the American Federation 
of Labor, having been repeated time and again during the great CIO 
organizing drive of the ’thirties. Perhaps it would have ended there with no 
further difficulties, but for the fact that Tobin was no ordinary actor on the 
labor stage and had very close ties with the President of the United States. 
What is perhaps even more important, the President of the United States 
was no ordinary actor on the political stage and had at his disposal a brand- 
new peacetime Sedition Law — machinery which had never existed in the 
United States since the Federalist administration of Hamilton’s day. 

Four days after the membership meeting of 9th June, Stephen S. Early, 
Roosevelt’s secretary, informed a press conference that Tobin had com- 
plained about the local’s action to Roosevelt, who in turn, “asked to have 
government departments and agencies notified”. On 22nd June, the FBI 
raided the branch offices of the St. Paul and Minneapolis Socialist Workers 
Party, carting off records and Trotskyist literature. The indictment which 
followed on 15th July was based on two laws — a statute reaching back 
to 1861 and the Smith Act. Count One charged a “conspiracy to overthrow 
the government by force and violence” and was filed under legislation 
originally directed against the slave-holding South. The remainder of the 
indictment included an omnibus of several counts, involving the advocacy 
of a violent revolution, the circulation of literature to that end, the forma- 
tion of an organization to teach such doctrines, membership in such an 
organization, and finally a charge brought under Howard K. Smith’s 
contribution to the civil rights’ scenery. The trial began on 27th October, 
1941, about a month and a half before Pearl Harbor. The Government 
brought into court a number of carefully planned informers, traditional 
Trotskyist literature that had been on public sale for years, and, finally, 
the Communist Manifesto of 1848! Of the twenty-nine defendants brought 
to court, all were acquitted of the first count, five were released by a 
directed verdict of the court, five acquitted by the jury and eighteen were 
sentenced to from a year to eighteen months’ imprisonment. One of the 
defendants, Grant Dunne, an organizer of local 544, committed suicide 
three weeks before the trial began. The prosecution had failed to prove any 
conspiracy to overthrow the government and succeeded in imprisoning 
eighteen defendants solely on the basis of a literature presumably advocating 
the overthrow of the government. It mattered not a straw that all the 
defendants had denied such advocacy — which must be regarded as 
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advocacy against a violent revolution — and that the Trotskyists had been 
in business for some thirteen years without appreciably changing the 
American political scene. 

On 20th September, 1943, a Circuit Court decided in favor of the Smith 
Act and upheld the verdict of the jury. Two months later, the Supreme 
Court of the land denied a hearing to the defendants, thus refusing to 
review the controversial sedition law. American justice went into hibernation 
on 31st December, 1943, when the leaders of the Socialist Workers Party 
were quietly packed off to jail. It is worth noting that prosecution of the 
Trotskyists was hailed by the American Stalinist movement, which had 
little or nothing to say against the Smith Act and advised its latter-day 
patron saint in the White House that in Russia the Trotskyists were treated 
more harshly. The press, for the most part, was silent about the proceedings. 
The staid New York Times buried the first peacetime sedition trial in its 
back pages when it deigned to report the facts at all. The rest of the press 
was even more negligent, and the liberals were as silent as a tomb. After 
all, the real judge, jury, prosecutor and jailer was that forthright democrat 
in Washington — Franklin D. Roosevelt — whose fingers guided the 
entire proceedings in Minneapolis. 

It is a commonplace misrepresentation of the facts to say that civil 
liberties during the second World War compared favorably with the picture 
under the Wilson administration twenty-five years earlier. The very opposite 
is true. What can be said is that suppression of the facts went further under 
Roosevelt than under Wilson and that the drive against civil liberties was 
waged with far less fanfare. The truth is that the Roosevelt administration 
did more to suppress civil rights than any in American history, not only 
enacting a peacetime sedition law, trying an innocuous political organization 
months before actual entry into war, compelling more than 4,000,000 aliens 
to register for the first time, and setting up a far-reaching Office of Censor- 
ship under the First War Powers Act of 1941, but rounding up and con- 
fining thousands of so-called “enemy nationals” in the largest concentration 
camp complex in the history of the United States. If the few thousand 
sedition victims of the first World War are weighed against the untold 
number of Japanese-Americans “detained” in camps during the second 
World War, there emerges a fearful commentary on the marked decline in 
civil rights under the Roosevelt administration. In addition, postal restric- 
tions against the Trotskyist press followed the Minneapolis Trial and the 
Supreme Court in 1940 gave public schools the right to exclude pupils who 
refuse to salute the American flag because of religious scruples. Although 
many dangerous ukases were reversed after the lapse of a few years, the 
damage proved to be far-reaching and their effects are being felt to-day on 
a scale that makes the Palmer era seem minuscule. 

The Palmer raids resulted in the arrest of 10,000 people, 6,500 of whom 
were released without prosecution while the “vast majority of the others 
were freed thereafter” (Lowenthal). The number who were actually deported 
was very small. The Roosevelt raids against the Japanese on the West Coast 
in 1942 resulted in the arrest of approximately 100,000 people and their 
detention in some ten “relocation” centers in Utah, Arizona, Colorado, 
Wyoming, Arkansas, Idaho and California. The Palmer raids were directed 
against “aliens”, who lack almost all status under American law and who 
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traditionally remain at the mercy of the Government. The Roosevelt Raids 
included many naturalized and American-born citizens, who are supposed 
to be protected by the entire legal fabric. The spirit in which these people 
were arrested and confined for years is suggested by the report of General 
DeWitt, who was responsible for the execution of the raids. “The Japanese 
race,” wrote the General, “is an enemy race, and while many second- and 
third-generation Japanese born on United States soil . . . have become 
‘Americanized’, [one is tempted, here, to substitute the word “Aryanized”! 
— H.L.] the racial strains are undiluted. . . . It therefore follows that 
along the vital Pacific Coast over 112,000 potential enemies, of Japanese 
extraction, are at large to-day.” On 13th April, 1943, in testimony before 
the House Naval Affairs Subcommittee, the General, guided now by his 
big mouth rather than by his more fettered pen, ventured the following 
“reflections” on the problem: “A Jap’s a Jap. They are a dangerous 
element, whether loyal or not.[!] There is no way to determine their 
loyalty. . . . It makes no difference whether he is an American; theoretically 
he is still a Japanese and you can’t change him. . . . You can’t change him 
by giving him a piece of paper.” DeWitt’s comments are typical of the 
sentiment which collected around the raids. They were preceded and 
sustained by editorial rabble-rousing in the Hearst press and the anti- 
Oriental rhetoric of Senator Hiram Johnson and the American Legion. 
Hearst spoke of “myriads of little Japs” awaiting the Japanese army — 
expressions that compare almost word for word with disquisitions on the 
Jews from the Goebbels’ Diaries. The racist and pogromist atmosphere 
surrounding the internment was blatant and undisguised; it found its fulfil- 
ment in Roosevelt’s Executive Order No. 9066, giving the War Department 
the legal machinery for restricting and finally confining the Japanese 
population of the West Coast. 

Liberals like Carey McWilliams, while deploring the evacuations, depict 
Roosevelt as “naturally preoccupied with more important matters at the 
time”, or as relying on DeWitt’s “appraisal of the situation”. This attempt 
to shift responsibility for the evacuations is spurious to the core! The 
evacuations received wide public attention; indeed they were an integral 
part of the entire jingoism of the time, being greeted with satisfaction in 
almost all the newspapers of the country. Everyone “tried to get into the 
act”, including the present “liberal” Governor of California, Earl Warren, 
who noted: “We believe that when we are dealing with the Caucasian race 
we have methods that will test the loyalty of them.” In Nevada, the Bar 
Association observed: “We feel that if the Japs are dangerous in Berkeley, 
California, they are likewise dangerous to the State of Nevada.” Local 
barbershops had a gay time. One advised the evacuees: “Japs Shaved: Not 
Responsible for Accidents.” A restaurateur, moved to the pit of his patriotic 
soul by the Presidential action, posted a sign to this effect: “This 
restaurant poisons both rats and Japs.” Windshields carried cards reading: 
“Open Season for Japs.” The trail of the action reached across half the 
American continent, poisoning the air and rendering the situation too foul 
to be avoided — even by Roosevelt’s standards of hypocrisy. 

The local white population, for the most part, was neither brutal nor 
vengeful, despite the efforts of the Hearst press, Senator Johnson, General 
DeWitt and Roosevelt to stir up a lively chauvinistic feeling. “In areas 
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which have since become hotbeds of anti-Japanese agitation,” observes 
McWilliams, “the departure of the Japanese was the occasion for the 
expression of heartfelt sentiments. There was virtually no realization, among 
the generality of citizens, that they were witnessing a unique departure 
from American traditions”. Brutality was reserved for the Army, which 
moved upon these peaceful farmers with machine guns, bayoneted-rifles and 
steel helmets. From relocation centers, these harmless people were dispatched 
to camps in mountainous, outlying areas of the continent, surrounded by 
barbed wire, watchtowers and armed guards, with searchlights playing 
upon them after sunset. Theoretically one room was provided for an entire 
family, but “this standard has been more honored in the breach than in 
the observance” writes McWilliams. Food was poor; it only cost the 
government between thirty-four and forty-two cents. per person a day to 
supply the mess halls in each of the camps. Thirty thousand of the camp 
population were children of school age, most of whom had been born in the 
United States, and two-thirds of the adult population were American 
citizens, either naturalized or natives of this country. 

The severity of the concentration camp program was relaxed only when 
a labor shortage developed after the spring of 1942 and farm help became 
very much in demand. The huge sugar beet interests began to exert pressure 
on the War Relocation Administration, under the chairmanship of Milton 
Eisenhower, brother of the present President, to release Japanese farmers 
for local harvesting. The WRA responded by turning the prisoners into a 
somewhat dignified species of slave labor; gangs were sent off to nearby 
fields under “special safeguards” and “restrictions”. By the end of the year, 
some 9,000 evacuees were employed in agricultural areas in Utah, Idaho, 
Wyoming, and Montana and were responsible for harvesting enough sugar 
beets to produce 265,000,000 pounds of sugar. “Leave” was only seasonal; 
after the sugar beet was harvested, the evacuees were returned to the camps. 
By 1943, however, this seasonal program was not feasible enough, and the 
“dangerous aliens” and citizens were released in ever-growing numbers 
from the camps. 

The “relocation” program came to an end only after the war. Its cost 
in terms ef the security of Japanese-American citizens of the United States, 
in the rise of chauvinistic feeling throughout the country (producing such 
revolting crudities as the presentation to Roosevelt of the femur of a 
Japanese soldier, killed by American troops on a Pacific island) and in the 
wholesale loss of property, cannot be estimated. Attempts to compensate 
the victims after hostilities proved to be an insulting farce. Congress did 
not pass an Evacuation Claims Act until three years after the war. As this 
writer has observed in an earlier article on the subject, “In the three years 
that the Claims Division has been in existence, about $250,000 has been 
spent investigating the claims of the Japanese- Americans. During this period 
only $25,000 was distributed as compensation. This means that $10 has 
been swallowed up by the bureaucracy for every dollar returned to the 
Japanese! Even this miserable pittance often represents a drastic diminution 
of the actual values lost by the claimants. Indeed, the only alternative to 
long waiting seems to be the reduction of one’s claim by about 25 per cent., 
that is, bitterly giving up a large proportion of one’s property because of a 
planned bureaucratic jungle. Even after this hold-up is made, the claimant 
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must wade through long and perfectly idiotic questionnaires”. Everyone 
had a fine time at the expense of these harmless folk from California, from 
the sugar-beet interests to the government bureaucracy. When they were 
needed by the war economy, ukase suddenly converted the terrible “Japs” 
into “responsible farmers”, in the words of Frank A. Cleland, manager of 
the American Crystal Sugar Company of Montana. 

With the end of the war, a brief quiescence settled over the country. 
Censorship was repealed, but the basic statutes remained on the law books. 
As the farce of “cold war” drew near, however, the picture began to change. 
Contrary to popular belief, this change was wholly initiated by the White 
House, rather than in Congress, where the mania for “loyalty” and 
“Americanism” had abated little since 1935. On 22nd March, 1947, Truman 
issued Executive Order No, 9835, establishing a “Loyalty Program” in the 
Federal government. The order provided for “a loyalty investigation of 
every person entering the civilian employment of any department or agency 
of the Executive branch of the federal government”, making it mandatory 
to check the employees’ names against the files of the FBI and intelligence 
service, establishing a network of boards on a departmental and general 
level to evaluate the loyalty of the employee, itemizing the activities and 
association which “loyalty boards” may consider in determining the 
“loyalty” of the employee, and giving the boards the right to reject person- 
nel (subject to some channels of appeal) in the event of “disloyalty”. This 
sort of approach is not entirely new in the federal civil service. It reaches 
back to the noble administration of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, whose war 
service regulations of 1942 specified that federal employees whose “loyalty” 
remained in doubt could be barred from government jobs. In 1942, Roose- 
velt’s Attorney General established a committee on investigations which was 
later expanded into a new interdepartmental committee by the President. 
But the machinery created by Truman assumed even more formidable 
proportions. The Attorney General was given the privilege of preparing 
lists of organizations which were to be designated “subversive”, a new 
power as arbitrary as the Postmaster General’s privilege of banning litera- 
ture from the mails. The Truman order also provides that “The investiga- 
tive agency may refuse to disclose the names of confidential informants, 
provided it furnishes sufficient information about such informants on the 
basis of which the requesting department or agency can make an adequate 
evaluation of the information furnished by them . . . ,” thus closing to 
the suspected employee all possibility of cross-examining his accusers. 

After Truman’s Executive Order furnished the spark, a rhetorical blaze 
consumed the halls of Congress. Not to be outdone by the President, the 
House Un-American Activities Committee, under J. Parnell Thomas, 
opened an investigation into the influence of Communism in Hollywood. 
From the outset, the purpose of these hearings was to compel from wit- 
nesses a confession of political belief and affiliation. The success of the 
Committee produced a characteristic ritual: witnesses who refused to reveal 
their affiliations were imprisoned for contempt of Congress; those who 
denied Communist affiliation were not uncommonly imprisoned for perjury 
when confronted with informers; those who admitted to pro-Communist 
sympathies were discharged from positions in the cinema industry and 
black-listed. From the state of Wisconsin, a newly-elected Senator, one 
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Joseph McCarthy, abandoned himself to an orgy of charges against leading 
officials of the government — a monomania which has identified his name 
with the general atmosphere of the witchhunt. The “loyalty” program, 
investigations, dismissals, banning of books, threats, recriminations, jailings, 
suspicions and trials swept from the Capitol into every corner of the 
country. Never in American history — and this includes all the absurdities 
of the first World War — has the United States witnessed such a fearful 
witchhunt as to-day’s. From the fount of the White House, a whole tide of 
violations rolled across the nation, inundating more than two million 
government employees, and virtually all the writers, actors, teachers, 
scientists. and intellectual media of the country. 

This witchhunt will be examined in detail in the following pages. It 
remains indispensable, however, to recognize that the present atmosphere 
is by no means episodic, that its sources are not the so-called “irresponsible” 
legislators who are usually the first to reach the headlines, but the Execu- 
tive power itself, which often disclaims all responsibility for the “excesses”. 
Alan Barth, himself a supporter of the Administration, makes this 
devastating evaluation: 

“Although the Americanists are responsible for the break-down of the 
loyalty program, the Truman administration shares responsibility for 
creating a climate of opinion in which the Americanist extravagances could 
flourish. The administration resorted, in dealing with the Communist 
problem, to techniques that did violence to settled standards of fairness. 
Thus it undercut the moral basis of its resistance to McCarthyism. It was a 
little thick to hear administration spokesmen denounce Senator McCarthy 
for imputing guilt by association when the loyalty boards, operating under 
presidential order, had for two-and-a-half years been condemning men on 
grounds of ‘sympathetic association’ with organizations arbitrarily called 
‘subversive’ by the Attorney General. No doubt Senator McCarthy deserved 








p to be excoriated for calling as witnesses against reputable men, discredited 
N ex-Communists and professional informers; but the loyalty boards from the 
\- beginning used anonymous, unsworn testimony from just such sources. All 
\- that McCarthy did was to carry to its cynical extreme the debasement of 
S, American values begun by the administration for lofty [!] purposes.” 
1e The steady decline of American civil liberties is being achieved in the 
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to under the cloak of “liberalism”. Like the noxious Weimar politicians of 
post-war Germany, the pretentious American reformists are the most 
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he extreme” — delivering the American people to bondage in the name of 
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The Investigation 
It is characteristic of the unevenness of American life that the country 
least threatened militarily in the first World War had the most totalitarian 
industrial mobilization, that its liberals most often promote reaction, and 
that now, the nation with the most democratic pretensions celebrates one of 
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the largest secret police agencies in the world, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. It is characteristic, too, that this agency, which is nominally 
dedicated to preserving the laws of the land, started as an illegal body and 
throughout its career has consistently violated the very laws it claims to be 
protecting. Like the Gestapo and MVD, the FBI has assumed an autonomy 
and initiative of its own, going beyond the immediate exigencies supposed 
to require its existence. It appears where it isn’t wanted; it acts where it 
isn’t needed; it creates situations where none actually exist; it performs 
activities outside its legal jurisdiction; it conceals or invents data according 
to its own requirements — in short, it plays the corroding réle of a cancer 
in the democratic life of the country. The FBI has grown to such dimen- 
sions that a special culture, including radio programs and motion pictures, 
surrounds its activities. From a modest annual budget of two to three 
million dollars during the early years of its existence, the appropriations for 
this agency swelled to fifty-three million dollars in 1950. The greatest 
increase in funds occurred after the second World War. 

The very existence of a centralized federal police force is antithetical to 
the premises of American democratic theory. When the Bureau was first 
proposed in 1907 by Attorney General C. J. Bonaparte, the proposal met 
with a storm of protest in Congress. “No general system of spying upon 
and espionage of the people, such as has prevailed in Russia, in France 
under the Empire, and at one time in Ireland,” warned Congressman Smith 
of Iowa, “should be allowed to grow up.” As Max Lowenthal observes in 
his The Federal Bureau of Investigation: “The views of Congress were 
summarized in a Chicago news article published some time before and 
reprinted in the Congressional Record during the debates: “There is no 
desire for a general detective service or national police organization in 
connection with the Federal Government. On the contrary, there is in 
Congress an utter abhorrence of such a scheme. .. . It is considered 
absolutely contradictory to the democratic principles of government.’ ” 

Congress not only rejected the proposal, but to emphasize its hostility, 
it undertook an investigation of existing police agencies under Federal 
jurisdiction. Nonetheless, against the wishes of the legislators and behind 
their backs, Bonaparte created the Bureau of Investigation and presented 
the following Congress with a fait accompli. At the outset, therefore, the 
agency was an illegal body. It was created over Congressional opposition 
by an appointed Executive officer. Funds for its existence were originally 
allocated from reserves which were never appropriated with a Federal 
police force in mind. Its continued existence was finally accepted grudgingly 
on the promise that it would remain a very modest body, confining its 
attention to a marginal area of criminal activity. 

Despite this concession, the debate continued and threatened to result in 
the dissclution of the Bureau. Partly to assure its acceptance and partly to 
buttress the Administration, the new Federal detectives were assigned to 
shadow opposition Congressmen, rifle their mail and prepare embarrassing 
personal dossiers. When this scandalous behaviour came to light, “. . . the 
President denied this, insisting that detectives whose job it was to ferret out 
criminals would not themselves violate the law by opening other people’s 
mail packages. ‘But sometimes,’ he added, ‘through the accidental breaking 
of such packages the contents are exposed.’ With this explanation he 
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published the private correspondence of Senator Tillman of South Carolina, 
who had been especially fiery in his opposition to the Administration.” 
(Lowenthal.) 

Thus, with Theodore Roosevelt as its sire and Charles J. Bonaparte as 
mid-wife, the Bureau came into existence. 

After these auspicious beginnings, the Bureau began to search out a 
“place” for itself in American life. The first major opportunity to come its 
way was the enactment of the Mann Act, a much-criticized piece of 
legislation originally designed to prevent the commercial exploitation of 
prostitution. It is owing entirely to the Bureau, a paragon of moral upright- 
ness and a guardian of domestic virtue, that the execution of this legislation 
resulted in a complete transformation of its purpose! Availing itself of a 
technical clause in the Act which prohibits any man from transporting any 
woman of a certain age to whom he is not married across a state line, the 
Bureau undertook wholesale arrests of individuals for behaviour completely 
alien to the punitive intent of the Act. In its own view, the miscellany of 
informers, labor spies: and thugs who comprised the Bureau of that day 
launched a “crusade”. One of the “crusade’s” victims was Jack Johnson, 
an American pugilist who had rescued a woman from prostitution and lived 
with her in a completely non-commercial relationship. Although Johnson 
was later to marry this woman, the assiduous Bureau was responsible for 
sending him to prison amid a blaze of cheap publicity when the couple 
crossed a state line. While arresting many couples whose crime consisted in 
travelling around the country without benefit of clergy, detectives of the 
Bureau have occasionally shown a certain susceptibility to the lure of their 
more criminal victims. As late as 1941, for example, New York newspapers 
were obliged to report: “A nationwide shakeup in the ranks of the FBI, 
in which more than 250 [!] agents have been fired or transferred during the 
last month, was revealed yesterday — its high spot a sensational drama of 
wine, women and G-men, wherein the most colorful scenes were enacted in 
a mid-Manhattan. . . hotel. . . . In several cases, the probe took a striking 
turn — delving deeply into whether shapely blondes and brunettes might 
have been engaged in the Mata Hari business, with G-men as stooges.” 
To add insult to injury, the Bureau endeavored to suppress public informa- 
tion on the scandal by holding one of the women involved “incommunicado” 
in a New York hotel pending further investigation”, according to a report 
in the New York Sun. How many times the Bureau succeeded in keeping 
the more scandalous behaviour of its agents from the public by the abuse of 
its police privileges can only be surmised. The facts, however, deserve as 
much publicity as they can be given because of the moral hypocrisy and 
holier-than-thou attitude of the agency. 

Patience has its rewards, says the maxim. The Bureau waited a number 
of years before its next “great opportunity” came, but when it arrived it did 
so with a vengeance. After the United States entered the first World War, 
the Bureau was assigned a miscellany of tasks, including the apprehension 
of “draft dodgers”. Schooled by its experience with the Mann Act, the 
agency prepared over a period of months to crack down upon the patriotic 
laxities of the public. One fine day, the population of New York City was 
alarmed to see plainclothesmen of the Bureau questioning the citizens of 
this eminent democracy at street corners, in parks, on trains, in theatres, 
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hotels, railroad stations, business buildings and even in flop houses. Auto- 
mobiles and streetcars were stopped and searched. Without ado, anyone 
who could not produce a draft registration card was summarily included in 
a group of apprehended males and transported in every conceivable type of 
conveyance to police stations and jails. An uproar swept the metropolis and 
for good reason: These useless, draft-exempted federal cops, after a sudden 
raid on the free citizens of the city, had arrested and jailed 75,000 people 
— 30,000 in a single day! Similar actions were undertaken in other major 
cities throughout the country. The wantonness of this cheap persecution of 
the citizenry is suggested by the fact that many victims were visibly beyond 
the draft age. The raids brought “to the police stations carload after carload 
of grey-haired men, and led to the detention of some men far beyond draft 
age. Some who were dragged into the Bureau’s net were physically unfit, 
crippled or hobbling on canes, like the seventy-five-year-old man detained 
in a public square along with others held by the raiders for questioning” 
(Lowenthal). As the number of victims began to multiply, the agency 
professed itself “amazed” to learn that thirty per cent. of the arrested men 
were “wilful slackers”. Further examination, however, began to reduce the 
cool superiority of the agency. Its lecture tone abated when it became clear 
that, according to one report, 199 out of every 200 males who had been 
arrested had been charged falsely. Even this may have been an exaggera- 
tion; at any rate, the agency refused to give a complete report of its results 
and to this day it has never been disclosed how many individuals were 
actually “draft-dodgers” among the thousands who were rounded up, 
exposed to jingoistic jeers by the scum of the population, derided on their 
way to jail and compelled to spend a night or more in prison. But the raids 
had this result: The country was alerted to the fact that it now enjoyed the 
protection of a new police agency — one which operated with a high- 
handedness and scope that compared in every detail with the continental 
police forces of Europe. With these raids, an old pillar was removed from 
the structure of American democratic tradition. 

Graduating from the Mann Act and the persecution of “draft-dodging”, 
the Bureau soon impatiently extended its activities into the investigation of 
political opinions. By December, 1918, the Federal cops were energetically 
preparing the way for the later Palmer raids by surreptitiously cataloguing 
the names of “pro-Germans”, including William Jennings Bryan, William 
Randolpb Hearst and the editors of the American Catholic Weekly! Need- 
less to say, “pro-Germanism” was tailored to include the entire radical 
movement, from members of the Socialist Party to the Populists. Guilt by 
association came into vogue. “For example, although the Bureau chief had 
labeled some people pro-German because their names appeared in the 
notebooks of suspected German agents,” writes Lowenthal, “some of the 
persons so listed by the Bureau had never had any dealings with the 
suspected agents and had never heard of them. The Chief had also published 
lists of names which he associated with organizations suspected of pro- 
Germanism. The Committee learned that men and women thus labeled had 
never belonged to the organizations and had not even known of their 
existence. In other instances there had been acquaintance with suspects, but 
of a casual, insubstantial nature, and wholly free from ideological connota- 
tions. The Bureau’s action in publicizing names in such circumstances was 
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called criminal by one of the university teachers it had listed, its action in 
his case being based on the fact that his name was mentioned in a memoran- 
dum of notes by a suspected foreign agent; the professor, a member of the 
faculty of Teachers College at Columbia University, expressed indignation 
that ‘any Washington official could have committed the crime of an 
aspersion upon the reputation of an American citizen without the slightest 
evidence to support the truth of the charge except some suspect’s notebook’. 
Another of the persons whom the Bureau had erroneously advertised as 
disloyal suggested that witnesses ‘before submitting material evidence, 
should first ascertain the facts’.” This demand, as we shall see, is too much 
to ask of the agency — and obviously proves that the Bureau’s victim 
deserves to be discredited! 

The end of the war opened a new “crusade” for the agency: an attack on 
the American radical movement. Facing the post-war world with the greed 
of a parasitic bureaucracy eager for a raison d’etre, the Bureau explained 
the reason for maintaining its wartime dimensions as follows: “It may be 
said . . . that the pressure of war work for the Bureau is ended. In its stead 
the Bureau is confronted with a very large and important task in connection 
with the social and economic unrest which in part has grown out of the 
war. Unrest and radicalism are rife throughout the world; the United 
States is not exempt.” The Bureau made sure that this exemption did not, 
at any cost, take place by creating a particularly provocative réle for itself. 
A General Intelligence Division was established to accumulate (or invent) 
alarming reports on the radical movement, and one-third of the staff and 
half of its field work was assigned to the task. Few scruples, if any, impeded 
these operations. 

The final result of these activities was one of the blackest pages in the 
history of civil liberties violations. It can be said in all seriousness that 
every technique in the repertoire of terror machines such as the Ohkrana, 
the Gestapo and the MVD was employed by the Bureau. The Federal cops 
conducted arrests and searches without warrants, invaded homes in the dead 
of the night, wantonly damaged personal property, manhandled and beat 
their victims, held them incommunicado for weeks without giving them 
recourse to habeas corpus or an attorney, arbitrarily confiscated personal 
possessions, confined their victims in squalid and terribly over-crowded jails, 
forced confessions from reluctant victims, concealed the arrest of individuals 
from their families and the public, falsified the number and identity of 
arrested persons, deliberately handled cases in a manner which rendered 
judicial appeal impossible, and even arrested bystanders not implicated in 
the “crimes” which served as pretexts for the roundup. 

The chief of this new General Intelligence Division was one, J. Edgar 
Hoover, a fairly recent employee of the Federal police force who brought 
to the cops a considerable familiarity with the index system used by the 
Library of Congress. This experience was not turned to any special intellec- 
tual task; it was employed in organizing a catalogue and dossier file of all 
persons suspected of heterodox opinion. Hoover pursued his job with all 
the patience of a clerical mediocrity. Within three-and-a-half months after 
the division was organized, Hoover could boast biographical dossiers on 
“over 60,000 radically inclined individuals” including persons “showing 
any connection with an ultra-radical body or movement” and particularly 
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singling out “authors, publishers, editors, etc.”. This claim is a bit prepos- 
terous and gives some suggestion of the exaggerations to which the Bureau 
has been inclined under Hoover. Hoover’s talent for swelling petty facts 
and statistics was to achieve a considerable success in supplying hardened 
reactionaries, Congressional demagogues, investigating committees, lurid 
newspapers and corrupt publishers with ammuition for extending the scope 
of the federal cops and the increasing restrictions on the country’s liberties. 
Hoover has never flagged in serving these totalitarian ends. There is nothing 
to suggest that this glorified cop has the least susceptibility to enlighten- 
ment, liberalism or even the amenities of civilized culture. But his very 
mediocrity served him in such good stead that he quickly rose to full 
command of the Federal police. 

Unfortunately, the cops had to know something about the movements 
they were out to persecute, so they began a wholesale confiscation of radical 
literature. The agents of the Bureau were instructed to raid places where 
this material could easily be bought for good American currency; “they 
were to ransack desks, to tap ceilings and walls; carpets and mattresses had 
to be ripped up, and safes opened . . . everything ‘hanging on the walls 
should be gathered up’ — so the official instructions to the detectives 
read” (Lowenthal). In one instance, this hunger for radical literature sent 
the cops into the home of a scholarly, little-known Italian philosopher, who 
had a valuable collection of books on Anarchist theory. The agents found 
themselves raiding the farms of retired Anarchist philosophers whose 
interest in their subject was academic rather than practical; the libraries 
so carefully collected by their owners over the years were simply expro- 
priated to supply lurid citations, often torn out of context, in the reports of 
the cops. After these relatively playful tasks, the Bureau began to move 
against radicals in earnest. El Ariete, a Spanish-speaking society in Buffalo, 
was rounded up and arrested for distributing a leaflet which the cops 
claimed exposed them to the charge of plotting to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of the United States. A close inspection of the leaflet disclosed, in the 
judge’s words, that it “contains a dissertation on historical wrongs asserted 
to have been committed by kings, monarchs, and other potentates against 
the workingman, first, in the pagan period and later under the guise of 
Christianity. . . .” Tisis was all the evidence in hand, and the case was 
dismissed. 

The agents were undaunted and moved on to raid other Anarchist groups, 
L’Era Nuova and the Union of Russian Workers. In one case, the Bureau 
fixed its big guns on a victim of doubtful sanity, Mollie Steimer, of the 
“American Anarchist Federated Commune Soviets”. Miss Steimer had issued 
and distributed a leaflet attacking the intervention of the United States in 
Siberia. This poor woman was sentenced to fifteen years’ imprisonment in a 
Federal penitentiary and the Bureau collected her more alarming circulars 
for use in defending the agency’s activities before Congressional committees. 
“The only person associated with the ‘American Anarchist Federated 
Commune Soviets’ named by the General Intelligence Division in its 
published reports to Congress was Mollie Steimer,” acidly writes Lowen- 
thal, “who apparently personified for the GID the peril of revolution in 
America.” 

While nibbling around the Anarchist movement, the GID also moved 
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into the industrial arena and contributed its skills to breaking the great 
steel strike of 1919. “The steel strike of 1919 was, the GID report to 
Congress indicated, a plot ‘to rid the American Federation of Labor of its 
so-called conservative leadership and form the greatest revolutionary labor 
movement the world has ever seen’,” writes Lowenthal, quoting from the 
GID report. “The IWW leaders succeeded, said the GID, in ‘bringing 
about a general strike of the steel workers, in September, 1919’. But the 
GID detectives were on the job, and, ‘through the action of the Department 
of Justice in exposing the plan’, the GID told Congress, ‘this strike was 
terminated with, in reality, a complete victory for the American Federation 
of Labor’. 

“Actually,” continues Lowenthal, “the strike ended in a complete defeat 
of the strikers and destruction of the steel workers’ union formed by the 
American Federation of Labor, and was followed by the discontinuance, 
for years, of any effective attempts to unionize the industry. According to 
evidence obtained at Congressional inquiries, the strike had been authorized 
by the American Federation of Labor. It was called after Judge Gary of 
the United States Steel Corporation refused to acknowledge that request 
sent to him by President Gompers of the AFL for a conference, and after 
the employing corporations refused to deal with labor unions and pro- 
claimed that it was impracticable to shorten the industry’s ten- and twelve- 
hour day.” 

But the Bureau’s “big chance” came with the onerous Palmer Raids. 
Aspects of these raids have already been discussed. It remains, here, to 
point out the flagrant violations of constitutional rights committed by the 
Federal cops in executing Palmer’s orders. 

The Bureau during the early ’twenties, had absolutely no power of 
arrest. This, to be sure, did not prevent it from arresting many so-called 
“slackers” during the wartime raids in major American cities. Criticism of 
this behaviour in no way increased the Bureau’s scruples after the war. 
The raiding operation was scheduled for the hours between 7 o’clock in 
the evening and 7 in the morning — in other words, the victims were to 
be caught during their sleeping hours. This MVD tactic was embellished by 
sheer rowdyism, calculated to compensate for the limited legal authority of 
the cops, who actually had no right to do anything but “investigate”. The 
following example, and a very typical one, was reported by the New York 
Times of 7th November, 1919: 

The cops descend on a meeting hall. “ ‘Out into the hall everybody,’ was 
the terse order. ‘Line up there and don’t make any noise. . . .? The harsh 
command to ‘Shut up, there, you, if you know what’s good for you’, 
brought silence, and those in the building were hustled into waiting 
automobiles. . . . 

“A number of those in the building were badly beaten by the police 
during the raid, their heads wrapped in bandages testifying to the rough 
manner in which they had been handled. 

“It was nearly an hour before the last machine had whirled off to the 
Park Row Building, but in the meantime the raiders had gone systematically 
through the building in search of incriminating literature of any kind. 
Doors were taken off, desks were ripped open, and even the carpets were 
torn up to find possible hiding places for documents.” 
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In one instance, the cops descended on a home with drawn revolvers. 
The Interchurch World Movement reported that victims “were pounded 
with clubs, blackjacks, handcuffs or were threatened into submissiveness at 
the point of a revolver, either at the time of arrest or in the course of the 
preliminary examination”. Agents often refused any explanation for the 
arrest of a victim. According to one, Necita Zafronia, whose experience was 
cited in the church report: “I have lived long enough in Russia under the 
Czar. I have seen brutality committed there, but I have never seen the 
brutality that was committed on the Russian people here. In my case, when 
I was arrested, four men came into the room in the evening, when I was 
partly undressed, and was doing exercises in arithmetic, and asked my 
name and told me to go along with them. They showed me a badge, but 
did not tell me the reason for my arrest. When I left the house and at the 
time I was travelling in an automobile, they were beating me in the sides 
with their handcuffs, and this continued all the way until they brought me 
to the Park Row Building in New York. In a room where they took me and 
asked me my name they were beating me again, without any explanations.” 
Accounts of this sort can be repeated again and again. 

Investigations of police brutality followed, resulting in a devastating 
verdict against the Federal cops. The Bureau exhibited a lamb-like 
innocence that reads like the worst trash from a sentimental Victorian 
novel. Said one agent: “I visited [!] the hall... . At the time of visiting 
the ... hall ... I conducted myself in a gentlemanly manner, used 
violence toward no person, and did everything I could do to assist and to 
make easy the burdens of those arrested.” Said another lamb: “There were 
no guns displayed at any time during the period from the visit [!] to the 
hall at Chelsea (Mass.), and confinement at the police station.” A third 
angel testified: “We tried to make it as easy as possible for those who were 
taken in raids, particularly in the case of women. Rather than force them 
to walk long distances, we tried to provide automobiles for their con- 
venience. [!]” Whoever is familiar with the ruffianism of the American 
police, Federal or otherwise, will evince a very audible snicker. 

After the Palmer Raids and the last flurries of “anti-radicalism”, the 
Bureau was obliged to reduce its activities to a local scale. It contributed 
what it could to the judicial murder of Sacco and Vanzetti, who were 
executed in April, 1927, for a crime they patently never committed. Affi- 
davits from two former agents were used to appeal for a retrial of the 
Anarchist defendants on the grounds that they were victims of anti-radical 
prejudice. These documents are remarkable; they disclose that agents who 
attended the original trial were sure that Sacco and Vanzetti were innocent 
of the murders imputed to them. This did not prevent the Bureau, however, 
from helping the State District Attorney in securing a conviction. The 
ex-agents frankly state that “it was the opinion of the (Justice) Department 
agents here that a conviction of Sacco and Vanzetti would be one way of 
disposing of these two men”. The Bureau also pushed into anti-labor 
espionage, recommending the use of deputy marshals in the railroad strike 
of 1922, supplying its own agents for this honorable position and working 
closely with the secret service bureau of the railroad companies. According 
to the official view of the Bureau the strike was “Moscow-inspired” and 
guided spiritually or otherwise by the Third International. The railroad 
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strikers, who are also citizens of the United States and who pay taxes that 
feed Bureau agents and maintain the Department of Justice, had no cause 
to feel that the justice of their case was receiving the least attention from 
the Bureau er the Attorney General. 

A wave of public revulsion followed these and other activities of the 
Federal cops. Congressmen began to speak up against the Bureau; amnesties 
for many of those imprisoned during the earlier wave of hysteria followed; 
the “anti-Radical” Lusk laws in New York State were repealed and Harlan 
F, Stone, Attorney General under the Coolidge administration, was obliged 
to circumscribe the activities of the Bureau with the words: “. . . it is 
important that its activities be strictly limited to the performance of those 
functions for which it was created and that its agents themselves be not 
above the law or beyond its reach. . . . When a police system passes beyond 
these limits, it is dangerous to the proper administration of justice and to 
human liberty, which it should be our first concern to cherish.” Hoover 
replaced Burns, the former chief of the Bureau, and the name of the agency 
was formally changed to its present-day title: The Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. The cops were looking for a place to hide — and the agency 
itself dwindled into obscurity. 

The election of Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1933 gave the FBI a new lease 
on life. The agency was massaged, revived, armed for the first time in its 
history and sent in pursuit of those criminals who had survived the repeal 
of Prohibition. Bureau agents — now called “G-men” — began to enter 
the newspaper headlines, especially in connection with the national pursuit 
of gangster John Dillinger and the Lindbergh kidnapping. As far as the 
public was concerned, the Bureau had nothing to do with the investigation 
of radical organizations or political opinions. On the contrary, the Bureau 
began a vast publicity campaign, describing itself as a guardian of the law 
and a paragon of integrity, glorifying the new agent as an attorney or public 
accountant who brought the highest democratic ideals to his profession. 
Hoover turned to the fine arts and in 1936 began to write a series of articles 
for the public press on the activities of the agency. The titular luridity of 
the articles suggests the literary audience to which Hoover addressed his 
efforts. The titles included: “$200,000 Rat Trap”, “Crime’s Mouthpiece”, 
“Crime’s Leading Lady”, “Money or Your Life’, “Buzzard in Disguise”, 
“King of Bandits”, etc. Hollywood was given the opportunity to photograph 
the facilities of the agency, radio programs celebrated its activities and 
local Pindars in the yellow press sang paens to its prowess and penal 
muscularity. By 1940, Senator Norris reported with chagrin that, “Mr. 
Hoover has an organization, maintained at public expense, writing speeches 
for him to make or for anyone else to make who will take the speeches. 
When he makes a speech a copy is sent to practically every newspaper in 
the United States. 

“No organization that I know of meets in Washington without having 
some person appear before it to tell what a great organization the FBI is. 
The greatest man of all, who stands at the head of it, never made a mistake, 
never made a blunder. In his hands lie the future and the perpetuity of our 
institutions and our Government. All such organizations adopt resolutions 
of commendation of this great man. 

“I talked with the editor of a daily newspaper in a Midwestern State. 
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. . . The editor and publisher of that newspaper stated that he received an 
average of one letter a week from Mr. Hoover. Whenever anything of a 
commendatory nature, or anything which could be construed as commenda- 
tion of anything the FBI has done appears in the newspaper, the editor 
received a letter of approval from Mr. Hoover.” 

This church militant of cops, informers, incompetent lawyers and 
accountants who couldn’t make their own way and turned policemen, 
picked up the onerous activities of its earlier years as war began to draw 
near. On 6th September, 1939, Roosevelt issued the following statement: 
“The Attorney General has been requested by me to instruct the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation of the Department of Justice to take charge of 
investigative work in matters relating to espionage, sabotage, and violations 
of the neutrality regulations. . . . To this end I request all police officers, 
sheriffs, and all other law enforcement officers in the United States 
promptly to turn over to the nearest representative of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation any information obtained by them relating to espionage, 
counterespionage, sabotage, subversive [!] activities, and violations of the 
neutrality laws.” 

Alan Barth in The Loyalty of Free Men, has no compunction about 
saying what the directive meant: 

“This directive not only tremendously expanded the bureau’s work, but 
also radically changed its focus. It brought the FBI into an area quite 
outside the scope of Attorney General Stone’s definition. It brought it, 
indeed, back into the area from which he had taken it. Counterintelligence 
is not the normal work of a law-enforcement agency; and subversive 
activities are essentially political activities which may or may not be 
criminal. In 1941 the bureau’s jurisdiction was further extended when the 
Attorney General directed it to investigate allegations of disloyalty in 
connection with federal employees. In 1947 President Truman gave it full 
responsibility for investigation under the Federal Employee-Loyalty 
Program. The step from investigation of conventional crime to investigation 
of espionage, sabotage, subversive activities, and disloyalty was a step that 
raised the most delicate question, respecting the compatibility of authority 
and freedom.” 

It is to Messrs. Roosevelt and Truman, these knights of liberalism and 
democracy, that we must pay everlasting homage for the enormous growth 
and extension of the Federal police into American life. We must kneel, 
genuflect and lay incense at the altar of these apostles of liberty for the 
blessing that a police atmosphere has completely stifled the free interplay 
of political opinions. Senator McCarthy was in political diapers, Senator 
McCarran was a virtual nonentity and Congressman Dies had gone down 
to political defeat, when Roosevelt and Truman, coolly and with boundless 
cynicism, turned loose the FBI and thus rolled out the carpet for American 
fascism. 

While the liberal geese were cackling their praise of the Hyde Park squire 
in the White House, oblivious to the fact that he had completely abandoned 
his “reform program” after 1938 in favor of war as an economic and 
historical “solution” to the ills of American society, Roosevelt generously 
gave the Bureau the right to tap telephone wires. In 1934, Congress adopted 
Section 605 of the Federal Communications Act, providing that “. . . no 
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person not being authorized by the sender shall intercept any communica- 
tion and divulge or publish the existence, contents . . .” etc., etc. In 1937, 
the Supreme Court interpreted Section 605 to mean that government officers 
as well as private persons are prohibited from wire-tapping, thus closing a 
technicality by which the Bureau hoped to use this technique, and in 1939 
the court ruled that information acquired by wire-tapping could not be 
used directly or indirectly as evidence in judicial prosecution. In 1941, 
however, Roosevelt indicated that he would support legislation permitting 
wire-tapping in “limited” situations. No law was forthcoming, but wire- 
tapping continued and was disclosed in the recent Coplon trial to be a 
common practice of the Bureau. It is curious that when the FBI came in 
for criticism in this connection, Attorney General McGrath established the 
prerogatives of the police by citing Roosevelt’s approval of wire-tapping as a 
basis for the practice! Roosevelt’s opinions thus became a substitute for 
legislation. 

The liberals insist that Roosevelt’s approval has been wrenched from 
context, that his letter of 25th February, 1941, expressly condemned a 
wire-tapping bill as going “entirely too far”. There is plenty of justification, 
however, for the contention that Roosevelt’s disapproval is merely lip- 
service; the letter’s real spirit is reflected in the following: “This nation is 



































































t arming for national defense. It is the duty of our people to take every single 
eC step to protect themselves. I have no compunction in saying that wire- 
5 tapping should be used against those persons, not citizens of the United 
€ States, and those few citizens who are traitors to their country, who to-day 
e are engaged in espionage or sabotage against the United States.” Needless 
e to say, the FBI has probably engaged in extensive wire-tapping to discover 
le whom to wire-tap; it has doubtless listened in on the conversations of many 
in to ascertain “those few citizens who are traitors to their country”. A man 
Ih of such charming ways as Franklin D. Roosevelt, with such a subtle 
ty imagination and so many abilities, could easily understand that this would 
on turn into a vast enterprise once the signal was given. On 25th February, 
at 1941, he gave the signal . . . disregarding laws of the land and the rulings 
ty of the Supreme Court. 

The privileges of the FBI are extensive and go beyond such “trifles” as 
nd independence from the national legislature and the courts. The Bureau, for 
th example, has successfully resisted all regulation by the Civil Service Com- 
el, mission, and as late as 1941, Edgar G. Brown, representing a Negro 
the employees’ organization, could complain that, “For years . . . not one single 
lay Negro has been employed as a G-man”. The Bureau is one of the very few 
tor agencies which not only gets all the funds it requests but is often placed 
wn in the “embarrassing” position of getting more than it needs. In 1924, the 
less agency had to content its fluttering little heart with a mere $2,242,240 and 
can 441 special agents. By 1939 this modest sum was tripled and the number 

of cops on the payroll had nearly doubled. In 1951, the Bureau received 
rire the astronomical appropriation of $57,000,000 and the number of agents 
ned had swollen to 4,602. How many employees are actually on its payroll is 
and uncertain; the agency uses a network of informers, undercover contacts 
usly and concealed agents who are never computed as part of the Bureau’s staff. 
ted How stood the Federal Bureau of Investigation, circa 1950? The agency 
, no 





could celebrate the following achievements: 
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1. It had the fingerprints of more than 112,000,000 people in the United 
States. 

2. It had an incalculable number of dossiers, concerning which the 
Bureau refuses to give any statistics. They are believed to run into the 
millions, however. 

3. It had access to every conceivable type of governmental and civil 
institution for information, from local welfare agencies to the press. Here, 
too, it refuses to give information on the means employed to procure 
“data”. It has completely co-ordinated local police agencies into its network. 

The FBI lies consistently — to the public and to its own government. 
It makes claims which are in visible contradiction to reality and abuses the 
credulity of the public to an astonishing degree. It would require a separate 
study, occupying many pages in Lowenthal’s Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, to show the lies, the distortions of fact, the preposterous problems and 
the vacuous dangers adduced by this agency in support of its activities. 

Its agents are ubiquitous. Their presence is felt in the halls of universities, 
factories and political organizations, at meetings, in telephone conversations 
and in the mails. The Bureau systematically cultivates a public fear of its 
omnipresence. A motion picture, “Walk East on Beacon Street”, was 
recently exhibited in American theatres. The picture, made with the active 
co-operation of the Bureau, tells how the FBI “broke” a Russian espionage 
ring. The Bureav’s agents, who are always depicted as upright, business- 
like, clean-cut stereotypes — of the type usually encountered in billboard 
ads. promoting the sale of bad whiskey — are afforded every licence in 
“investigating” Hollywood’s version of a Russian spy. They tap telephone 
wires as a matter of course, with no compunctions about the Federal 
Communications Code. They enter premises and make arrests without 
warrants. They place television cameras in private premises and view 
intimate amorous scenes without a suggestion that this may be violating the 
most elementary personal liberties. There is nothing in this monstrous 
travesty on democracy to remind the public that there is a Bill of Rights, a 
Constitution or a tradition of human liberties acquired through centuries 
of unrelenting struggle. When an arrested suspect suggests that she has her 
“rights”, the context of the scene is designed to coax a snicker from the 
audience. Yet despite all the loaded devices, one is impelled to wonder 
whether even the apprehension of the sinister Russian spies is compensation 
for all the violations executed by the cops. The picture has one net effect: 
It suggests to those in the audience that the FBI cameras may be following 
their movements, wire tape recording their telephone conversations, cops 
entering their homes when they are away, and neighbors disclosing 
whatever they know to those wise owls from the Federal police. 
The principal effect achieved by the picture is fear, a widespread public 
shiver at the Bureau and its cops. 

From “investigations” the Bureau has graduated to supplying agents 
provocateurs. This is a particularly onerous development and constitutes an 
exact parallel to the continental secret police. “One of them, by his own 
account,” reports Barth, “played a principal part in organizing the 
American Slav Congress — fulfilling the classic réle of the agent 
provocateur.” 

The chief of the FBI makes amalgams in replying to critics. Writes Barth: 
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“After it was revealed in the course of the trial of Judith Coplon that the 
FBI had been tapping private telephones, a number of responsible citizens 
protested that this wire-tapping was in violation of the law. The protests 
were denounced by the director of the FBI as ‘motivated for the purpose of 
confusing the public’. In a reply to an article critical of the FBI in the 
Yale Law Journal, Mr. Hoover indulged in the observation that, ‘I find 
such opinions most frequently expressed on the pages of the Daily Worker, 
the publication of the Communist Party’.” Joseph L. Rauh, in a speech 
before the National Civil Liberties Clearing House frankly observed: “The 
obvious implication is that anybody who criticizes the FBI is a Communist 
or a fellow-traveller of the Communists. It is true that the Communists and 
their fellow-travellers do criticize Mr. Hoover. As far as I am concerned, 
the Communist attacks neither discredit nor exalt him. But honest and 
sincere criticism is needed and deserves a hearing on merits, not motives.” 

The Bureau intervenes in union squabbles and probably supplies various 
factions with private information from its files. In this crass form, the 
technique and presence of the FBI is quite recent. But such instances are 
beginning to multiply, and it remains to the everlasting disgrace of the 
“patriotic” labor bureaucracy that it is only too ready to avail itself of this 
data, call in the cops when it can, give information concerning “brothers” 
in the unions to FBI agents and enjoy the security guaranteed by a secret 
police. The FBI grows . . . and figures in the making of remote labor 
policies with ever-increasing significance. 

The FBI controls, directly or indirectly, the livelihood of millions of 
American citizens. It is “responsible” for giving data on the entire Civil 
Service; for checking the “security” of “defense” projects and industries. 
Opinions or facts supplied by the FBI may well determine not only the 
status of a secretary in the Department of State but of a tailor in a private 
concern making uniforms for the Army. Many “defense workers” have 
already been discharged from jobs because their “clearance” has been with- 
held by the Federal cops. It matters little that the occupations involved have 
little to do with military secrecy or even that the discharged employees were 
never Stalinists. Indeed, a number of them are bitter opponents of Stalin’s 
Russian fascism and have been followers or supporters of movements that 
were hostile to Stalinism when Roosevelt was sharing the Leader’s cham- 
pagne at Yalta. 

Agents who leave the Bureau often retain their ties with it long after- 
ward. “Some FBI alumni — there is a Society of Former Special Agents 
of the FBI, Inc. — have risen in public life,” writes Barth, “in some 
instances to prosecutory positions in the Department of Justice, in one or 
two cases to membership in the House of Representatives; collectively they 
constitute a formidable FBI claque. A greater number have moved on into 
remunerative protective jobs in private industry or have set up shop for 
themselves as private investigators or have undertaken to merchandise their 
recollections. . . . The weekly newsletter called Counterattack, published 
by former agents of the FBI, sometimes exhibits a remarkable knowledge 
of the private activities and associations of persons it ‘exposes’ as ‘Reds’. 
And there is the possibility, finally, that some FBI alumni will use their 
memories of FBI files for blackmail or for political pressure. Buried in rows 
upon rows of jealously guarded steel filing cabinets, these dossiers rest like 
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little guided missiles, each with its designated target, waiting to be launched 
toward the destruction of a reputation and a human life.” 

Blackmail has, in a fairly definite sense, already been employed by the 
Bureau to rid factories and unions of “subversives”. During the last war, 
it was not uncommon for militant shop stewards, anti-war Socialists and the 
like to be called into “personnel” offices or receive visits from the cops. The 
recalcitrant worker would be advised that the police had the “goods” on 
him, that he would do well to find another job or relax his militancy for a 
while. No crime or illegal activity was at issue. The victim was led to 
assume that failure to mitigate his political or union activities would lead, 
if not to conscription into the Army, at least to dismissal. To-day the same 
blackmail is practiced in “clearing” employees for “defense” jobs. The 
employee is aware of the fact that his present behaviour will decide, in part, 
the attitude of the Federal cops toward his past behaviour. Accordingly, he 
is put on his guard and remains obedient to the silent demands that are 
imposed upon him by the police. Failure to toe the line may destroy the 
career of the individual involved, especially if he is trained for scientific 
professions of a restricted character. The enormity of these powers in the 
hands of the FBI cannot be underestimated. They have done much to 
create the intellectual submission, the political orthodoxy and the cultural 
aridity that are trademarks of the United States, to-day. 

The Bureau has created its own irresponsible underworld. The magnitude 
and character of this underworld gained public attention when Judith 
Coplon, an employee of the Department of Justice, was apprehended and 
tried for giving secret information to a member of the Russian embassy. 
In prosecuting its former employee, the Department tried to secure her 
conviction with information from the Bureau’s files while attempting to 
conceal the source. This was a unique addition to the Department’s arsenal 
of judicial malpractice. The attempt was over-ruled by the court, and the 
Department was subjected to the embarrassing demand that it submit its 
secret files on the Coplon case to the jury. 

As a result of these and other disclosures, we are in a position to say 
what an FBI file looks like. It is a compound of gossip, unevaluated “data”, 
disreputable slander and doubtful “fact” — assembled to assassinate the 
personal character as well as to intimidate the opinions or convictions of 
its victim. A good deal of this “information” may be completely irrelevant 
to the avowed purposes of the Federal cops. The published files in the 
Coplon Trial, for example, included a report that a Presidential assistant 
had helped the wife of a friend with whom he had once been in love obtain 
a passport for a trip to Mexico. Another informant tattled that his next-door 
neighbor, who entertained Army and Navy officers “under suspicious 
circumstances”, had been seen “moving around the house in a nude state”. 
A seven-page report on Frederic March and his wife included astonishingly 
reckless fragments of data including the charge that March’s name had been 
“mentioned” in the conversation of Communist Party leaders, that the 
movie star was scheduled to speak at a public meeting on the atomic bomb 
(other speakers included Julian Huxley, Senator Charles W. Tobey, R. J. 
Thomas and Helen Keller as well as some who had been in close associa- 
tion with the Stalinists, such as Henry Wallace, and Harlow Shapley). It 
is obvious that some of this information could only be procured by wire- 
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tapping. A brew of such sources as Confidential Informant T-6, who 
reported that “Frederic March and Canada Lee were two outstanding 
Communist Party fellow-travellers”; Confidential Informant ED-324, who 
discovered his data literally on the streets of New York (from a throw-away 
advertisement), and finally Confidential Informant T-7, who could have 
procured his “data” only by tapping the telephone wires of Bella V. Dodd 
or Lionel Berman, suggests an ugly underworld of anonymous spies and 
criminal techniques. Barth quite justifiably asks: “The question that springs 
most immediately to mind in connection with these ‘unevaluated facts’ is 
why the FBI was spending the energy of its agents and the money provided 
by taxpayers to uncover the private lives of a famous actor and actress. 
Neither Frederic March nor Florence Eldridge was an applicant for a 
government job. There is not the slightest indication in the material 
collected by the FBI that either of them was engaged in any violation of a 
federal law. There is no activity in the reports quoted above which was not 
candid and lawful and readily ascertainable from public records — except 
the evaluation by Confidential Informant T-6 that the subject was ‘an 
outstanding Communist Party fellow-traveller’. . . . The second question 
that springs to mind in connection with this report is why the FBI should 
have considered the information supplied by its agents of sufficient value to 
file anywhere save in a garbage can. It must have attached some value — 
a form of evaluation — to these facts. An outside observer can scarcely 
avoid evaluating them as sheer nonsense.” 

This raises the most important question of all. The Federal Bureau of 
Investigation has ceased to have any relationship to the existing laws of 
the United States. It has gone much further than the “status quo” and has 
begun to prepare the “case” against every conceivable shade of heterodox 
opinion. Its purpose is to supply the atmosphere and victims for Fascism; it 
“looks to the future”, when a police régime will be imposed on the entire 
country. Its criterion for assembling and including “data” implies a juris- 
diction over the behaviour and ideas of the American people that is not in 
agreement with existing laws but solely with “future” practices. The files 
themselves are a vivid warning that the Federal cops foresee a direction in 
the political life of the country when anyone who entertains Army officers 
“under suspicious circumstances”, whose behaviour and dress at home does 
not conform to the moral standards of the system, whose name is “men- 
tioned” by Stalinists (and later Socialists, philatelists and esperantists — 
this graded schedule of “heterodoxy” is literally in the directives of the 
MVD), who dares to speak on the atomic bomb and who makes political 
associations that displease the secret police, will be regarded as a “criminal” 
and earn a visit from the Federal cops “between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m.”. The 
files are a warning that the Federal cops have “great plans” for the future 
of America. The data they are assembling is simply and purely commen- 
surate with what will be regarded as a “crime” in the future and the reasons 
for which human beings will be persecuted, arrested and finally destroyed. 

It is of remarkable interest and a terrible testimony to the reality of 
these “plans for the future” that the Federal cops are not only interested 
in the political opinions of the population but have been occupied with the 
personality, the emotional and spiritual fibre and the psychological nuances 
of those who come under their scrutiny. It is equally significant that “those 
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who come under their scrutiny” ideally includes everybody. The FBI 
accumulates dossiers on whomever it can, just as it secures the fingerprints 
of everybody who has ever had them taken, whether for a job in the 
government or private industry, because of conscription, or for a profes- 
sional licence. The FBI preoccupation with personality, like the range of 
interest in the public, has an amazing content and form. Highly indicative 
is the extensive and growing use of the lie detector, which is discussed in 
detail by Chambers MacAdory’s “Open Letter to Senator Morse” (Contem- 
porary Issues, No. 14). The type of questions which are asked (reaching 
into the sexual behaviour of the applicants who are subjected to this 
astonishing experience), the mood and methods of interview and the replies 
(which are surely entered into dossiers) imply two forthcoming realities of 
American life: First, that the cops will have a norm, an intellectual and 
psychological stereotype which they will regard as a “good security risk”. 
Secondly, that whoever does not conform to this norm, whoever shows a 
grain of intellectual and personal independence, will be regarded as 
undesirable, to be eliminated to-day from a job and to-morrow from 
society. 

There is nothing in the past history of the United States, including the 
wild persecutions of the first World War, to compare with this monstrous 
development. It must be recognized that a powerful organism, growing 
yearly, extending its tendrils into the intellectual activity, the jobs, the 
moral qualifications, the personal relations and the “personality” of the 
population, has been created. There is nothing within this organism to curb 
its prerogatives, correct its abuses, control its “plans” or investigate its 
activities. When the courts, the legal superiors of this purely executive 
agency, demanded wire-tap records for the Coplon trial the FBI destroyed 
them, claiming that its records are always destroyed as “a matter of 
routine”. Further investigation quite accidentally revealed that the records 
had been preserved, and were only destroyed when the courts demanded 
them. The Bureau simply entered into a conspiracy against the courts to 
conceal data and sources necessary for a judicial evaluation of the Coplon 
case. Howard B. Fletcher, an FBI inspector, sent a memorandum to D. M. 
Ladd, assistant FBI director, requesting that the services of an informant 
who had been supplying information on the case be discontinued “and 
that all administrative records in the New York office covering the 
operations of this informant be destroyed”. Fletcher then noted at the 
bottom of the memorandum: “This memorandum is for administrative 
purposes. To be destroyed after action is taken and not sent to files.” 

The "Courts" 

We pursue the cycle: From The Investigation to The “Courts”. 

Every nation has “courts”. The MVD has its secret “collegia”, the 
Gestapo had its “People’s Courts”. The American judicial system celebrated 
a number of vital democratic controls on the trial and judgement of 
criminals: A defendant had complete right to legal counsel; his case could 
not be prejudiced in advance by the bias of the court or members of the 
jury; the indictment had to be precise and the defendant had to receive 
advance notice of the crimes for which he was being prosecuted; an 
acquitted man could not be exposed to a second trial for the same charge; 
a punished man was sentenced within the limits of the penal code; evidence 
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admissible in court was restricted by definite legal standards; the source of 
every accusation could be cross-examined by the defense; the range of 
accusation was limited by the indictment; and a valid indictment could only 
be drawn up for crimes acknowledged by the criminal code. 

Within the past twenty years, and especially within the past five years, a 
“judicial” system parallel to the regular American courts has grown up in 
the United States which violates in daily practice all the foregoing tenets 
and traditions of Anglo-Saxon law. This judicial system, consisting of 
Congressional committees and “loyalty boards”, has constituted itself into a 
permanent, quasi-court system with fantastic prerogatives, subpoenaing, 
indicting, trying, reviewing and punishing a large number of citizens under 
“laws” and a court procedure that are completely alien to the constitutional 
guarantees of the country. With a brazen effrontery that staggers the 
imagination, this new system of the future deprives defendants of counsel, 
publicly declaims its biases and prejudices before the defendant has even 
been heard, makes vague charges and innuendos, re-tries its victims over and 
over on the same charges, punishes them with the loss of their jobs, prestige, 
honor, material means‘ and professional standing, turns some over to the 
regular courts for trial and imprisonment, formulates its own “criminal 
code” on a helter-skelter basis, and refuses to reveal its sources of informa- 
tion or permit a cross-examination of the rumor-mongers who supply it. 

As Chaffee observes, “. . . Congress was not designed to determine 
whether an individual is innocent or guilty of crime or other misconduct. 
That is what courts are for. Hence the constitutional prohibition of bills of 
attainder. And a congressional committee is just as unfit for this task as the 
whole House”. Investigatory committees were never intended to do more 
than ascertain facts for legislative purposes: to this end, the political 
opinions of individuals were irrelevant except insofar as they were volun- 
teered to supply arguments for legislation. This basic concept was not 
violated even during the first World War. When a War Department 
employee in 1918, appearing before a Senate committee, was queried on his 
membership of a socialist organization during his student days, he replied: 
“T do not quite see why the fact that I belong to this or that society should 


be brought into any public inquiry . . . I have no apologies to make to 
this body or to any other body for the kind of ideas on social organization 
that I have. They are my own affair. . . .” Lowenthal laconically writes: 


“No member of the 1918 investigating committee questioned that state- 
ment, or challenged his rejection of any inquiry into his economic or 
political views.” 

This attitude is absolutely impossible to-day. So far have matters gone 
that men have recently been imprisoned for demanding this traditional 
right. When John Howard Lawson and Dalton Trumbo refused to disclose 
their political opinions and activities to the Parnell Committee, they were 
cited for contempt of Congress and fined and jailed by the courts. The 
Committee, availing itself of an extension of powers acquired during the 
Teapot Dome scandal a quarter of a century ago, employed legal technicali- 
ties enacted for a very special order of problems to punish men for refusing 
to disclose their political affiliations. This is far removed from the purposes 
which led to an expansion of committee powers in the mid-twenties. It 
matters little whether one is in sympathy with the opinions held by Trumbo 
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or Lawson. The behaviour of the committee apes the danger it pretends to 
curb. We are not so very far removed from a régime akin to Stalin’s when 
it is within the power of felons like Parnell (now residing in Danbury 
Prison for fraudulent activities while in office) to send people to prison 
because of their beliefs. 

Congressional committees investigating “communism” are not completely 
new to the American scene, although like all committees of this character, 
they are comparatively recent. The first committee of this sort since the 
first World War was created in the spring of 1938 and came to be known 
after its notorious chairman, Martin Dies. It is instructive to recall that 
this committee was established to investigate “un-American” activities with 
a view to aiding “Congress in any necessary remedial legislation”. From 
the very beginning, the Committee lost sight of its raison d’étre and became 
a noisy sounding board for the deepest reaction of the time. With a vulgar 
appetite for press attention, Dies mounted his flag-covered steed and sallied 
out against every shade of political and social heterodoxy in the country. 
The entire American intelligentsia, the rising trade union movement of 
the time, any prominent individual who reasoned his way to conclusions 
that were at variance with the concepts of a deeply-dyed reaction were 
victimized, slandered and pilloried by this Committee, which frequently 
identified itself with the incipient squadistic movements of the Christian 
Front and the German-American Bund. 

The Committee completely neglected its avowed purposes, vicious as they 
were in any case. “The only piece of legislation recommended by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities ever enacted by Congress, prior to 
inclusion of the Communist-registration provision in the McCarran Act of 
1950,” observes Barth, “was a rider attached to the urgent Deficiency 
Appropriations Act of 1943, forbidding the payment of salaries to three 
named individuals, Robert Morse Lovett, Goodwin Watson, and William 
E. Dodd, Jr. This single legislative fruit of the committee’s long study of 
subversive and un-American activities was found by the Supreme Court of 
the United States in 1946 to be a violation of the Constitution because it 
amounted to a bill of attainder.’” The Committee did succeed, however, in 
leaving behind it a road strewn with the broken fragments of any original 
endeavor in ideas and social improvement on which it was able to lay its 
hands. 

The totalitarian atmosphere and restrictions which have been promoted 
by the current “Un-American Activities Committee” reduces the activities 
of the Dies Committee to pigmy proportions. Seldom in the career of a 
modern parliamentary government has an “investigating” body, ostensibly 
designed to accumulate data for legislation, manifested such coarseness, 
sheer brutality, shrill invective and high-handed violation not just of civil 
liberties and law but of simple human courtesy in legal examination. When 
Harlow Shapley, for example, was questioned in secrecy by this crew of 
professional “Americans” and publicity hounds, the chairman of the 
“Committee” tore a written statement from his hands, refused him the right 
to call witnesses and forcibly ejected his lawyer from the room. Shapley, 
however, did have the opportunity to face the Committee in secret and 
have his character assassinated only by innuendo. Sometimes Committee 
hearings resemble Grand Opera, and the histrionics of the “Americanists” 
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are conducted under klieg lights, before cameras, into microphones, sur- 
rounded by reporters and in rooms filled to capacity with spectators. A 
demagogy that makes Huey Long’s oratory seem subdued marks the conduct 
of many of the “investigators”. Cheap melodrama of a type hitherto 
encountered only in the courtroom conduct of Vishinsky and the bleating of 
a radio soap opera, is commonplace. The cross-examination of Harry 
Silverman is a model: 

Dr. Silverman is seated in the witness chair under klieg lights and before 
the microphone of a national radio network. Representative Herbert strides 
up and declaims dramatically: “Dr. Silverman, you are now before the 
greatest open court in this country, I believe, beyond the confines of any 
limited courtroom in this country. You are now in the presence of probably 
1,000 or more people in this committee room. You are in the presence of 
an invisible audience of millions of American people who listen to the radio. 
You are in the presence of millions of American people who see moving 
pictures. You are in the presence of competent and able representatives of 
the American press, which is free. I tell you, Dr. Silverman, you are facing 
Miss Elizabeth 'T. Bentley, who may be known to you, etc., etc., etc... . 
I tell you, Dr. Silverman, that this lady standing here [the Committee 
presumably could have been noble enough to give Miss Elizabeth T. 
Bentley, alias Mary, alias Helen, a seat to rest her weary legs — but 
there she stands, like Lady Macbeth, to heighten the drama of Tribune 
Herbert] . . . accuses you in open court [and by what constitutional right 
is this committee a “court”?] before the American people of being an 
espionage agent . . . etc., etc.” The electric atmosphere mounts, the tension 
is strained, the heat lightning crackles on the television screen. And then 
our noble Tribune hisses: “You face your accuser, Dr. Silverman. What is 
your answer? Is she telling the truth or isn’t she telling the truth, and do 
you recognize her?” 

The writer is tempted to ask the reader to wait for the next instalment, 
cutting matters off here and now with a dissertation on the merits of his 
next article. However, since we do not have any soap to sell, we shall tell 
you what happened. Silverman denied the accusation. After a brief legal 
wrangle, the Tribune shrieked: “You asked for an open court, I am giving 
it to you.” Silverman, espionage agent or no, justifiably replied: “I didn’t 
ask for an open court. I asked for a court.” 

This the Committee has neither the willingness nor the right to provide. 
According to the Constitution of the United States, which the Committee 
has been defending so assiduously, the prosecution of Silverman or anyone 
else is a task for the proper authorities and the decision on his guilt should 
be in the hands not of anonymous “public opinion”, which has no way of 
expressing itself one way or the other, but in those of twelve solid yeoman 
jurors. Klieg lights, cameras, television, radio and a press for the most part 
biased in favor of the Committee, are no substitute for a court room bound 
by laws and rights. To be sure, American judicial procedure provides 
anything but a guarantee that justice will be done (one need only recall 
the Sacco and Vanzetti case, among others). But the monstrous practices 
of the Committee represent a profound retrogression from bourgeois 
democracy and should evoke protest from every thinking person who does 
not want to see fascism in the United States. 
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The Un-American Activities Committee has a wide range of accusatory 
and punitive privileges with virtually none of the restrictions imposed on 
the Judiciary. Its members enjoy Congressional immunity from libel suits; 
they indulge this privilege without restraint on the front pages of the press. 
The Committee has even released material to the press which was rejected 
by a New York grand jury as inadequate grounds for indictment. Their 
statements during hearings are not regulated by mistrial regulations; they 
range freely beyond the intent for which “witnesses” are subpoenaed, 
inquiring into intimate personal details and irrelevant matters. The obvious 
purpose of these inquiries is to bias the public against the witness, and to 
this end, members of the Committee are not above disclosing these details 
to the press. The punishment of “witnesses” is severe: an elaborate press 
machinery carries rumors, slanders, inuendoes, wild charges, rhetorical 
accusations, opinions, conjectures, etc., to millions of people. Mere claims 
are given the dignity of fact; opinions acquire the weight of public indict- 
ments; the breath of slander assumes the certainty of established guilt. 
Victims of the Committee are shunned lest “guilt by association” collect 
around perfectly harmless friends and acquaintances. The results are 
devastating to the reputation and careers of the victims. 

The Committee leaves no doubt that it intends to punish its “witnesses” 
by publicity. A report as far back as 1939 frankly averred: “While Congress 
does not have the power to deny to citizens the right to believe in, teach, 
or advocate communism, fascism, and nazism, it does have the right to 
focus the spotlight of publicity upon their activities.” A report a year later 
stated the purpose of the Committee to be that of protecting “our constitu- 
tional democracy by . . . pitiless publicity”. One wonders, in the face of 
these statements, what the constitutional position of the Committee actually 
is. To the extent that the Committee troubles itself about the matter at all, 
the assumption is that the publicity given to Committee hearings is enough 
of a basis for public judgement. In truth, however, only a minute fraction 
of the public can acquire, still less read, the lengthy proceedings of the 
Committee. Generally, the public is “informed” by the press, an unwhole- 
some element in American life that is as “objective” as the opinions of its 
publishers. More important, however, is the fact that truth is more than a 
stew of ill-informed opinion. In this age, when facts are reduced to a 
statistical average — the sole criterion of the mass media — when the 
truth is no longer established by insight into overall factual connections, 
the Committee re-inforces all the crudities to which the “intelligentsia” is 
exposed by the methodologists of American universities. The Committee’s 
contribution to this trend need not be a very conscious one, but it reflects 
in large measure the “roundedness” of the decline in our times. Little has 
been done to challenge the character of the Committee’s “public appeals” 
because the intellectual prerequisites for a critique have been weakened by 
the whole of American educational “training”. The critic is as ill-equipped 
to examine the motives of the Committee’s activity, to explain the tendencies 
it represents and to see the interests it promotes as the public is to verify 
the facts disseminated by the newspapers. The result is that critics of the 
Committee attack it wholly on the basis of its legal shortcomings. They 
employ tradition not as a point from which to measure the decline in 
American civil liberties, but as an argument in itself, comparing their own 
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“Americanism” with the “Americanism” of the Committee to find the 
latter lacking. A legalistic decalogue designed for an age long passed, often 
comprises the principal support for an attack upon the Committee. It is 
meaningless to the public because it fails to answer its deepest and most 
intuitive need: how to preserve its hard-won democratic rights. 

More pernicious than “punishment by publicity”, perhaps, is punishment 
by secrecy. The victim who passes unnoticed by the public, who is 
demoralized because he isn’t even quite clear on why he is being punished, 
who cannot answer any charges because he often does not know what they 
are, who is dropped from employment or refused “clearance” without even 
finding his way into the pitiful forum of public discussion, endures an 
ordeal of more significant and lasting proportions. His whole status in 
society is in doubt. His social position the subject of loud stage whispers, 
is as effectively destroyed as are those exposed to widespread and open 
denunciation. The victim can only wait with decreasing hope for the final 
decision on his fate. He is a “security risk” -— but why and by what 
standards? Who has cast aspersions upon his “loyalty”? What does his 
dossier actually include? Where has he “slipped”? Who are his friends and 
who are his enemies? What will “they” finally do to him ten years from 
now? What will “they” really tell prospective employers if he applies for 
another job? 

It is hard to conceive that these questions are now being asked by 
thousands of people, and on an ever-increasing scale, throughout the United 
States. Similar questions in private industry and local civil service are being 
anticipated by millions, who feel that every past “mis-step” constitutes a 
dart on which their “loyalty” can be impaled by “interested agencies”. ‘To 
these people the alternative is to be plus royalistes que le roi or to find some 
corner in the ever-shrinking fabric of the economy that is free from political 
surveillance. Since the end of the last war, “clearance” and the supervision 
of “loyalty boards” have become the most incredible aspects of American 
life, beginning in government and extending to whole areas of the economy. 
The very concept of “clearance”, like the practice of “loyalty oaths”, 
suggests that the entire American people is to be regarded as suspect until 
it is “cleared and pledged”. The principle has no limits narrower than the 
fingerprint files of the FBI; in the few years that both practices have been 
in existence, they have reached out to beckon the whole population. 

Roosevelt, as we observed, began to establish a machinery for investi- 
gating the “loyalty” of federal officials as early as 1942. Related committees 
established during the war years had essentially advisory functions, and the 
direction in which they were aimed was not clear at the time. In 1946, the 
thread was picked up when Truman, acting upon a report of the House 
Civil Service Committee, established the President’s Temporary Commission 
on Employee Loyalty. About a year later, on 21st March, 1947, an executive 
order was promulgated creating the basis for the growing loyalty program 
in the Federal civil service. 

The “loyalty program” starts with the Attorney General, who has the 
arbitrarv right to designate any political or cultural organization as “sub- 
versive”. This enormous power, lacking any constitutional underpinning 
whatever, has been exercised not only against the Communist Party but 
also against the Trotskyists, a variety of socialist sects which have nothing 
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whatever to do with Russia and a number of moribund native and 
foreign fascist organizations. Loyalty Boards and Loyalty Review Boards 
have been established in every department of the Federal Government, to 
evaluate the relationship of federal personnel to these organizations and to 
decide whether any employee is to be retained or discharged. The investi- 
gation into “loyalty” begins with a dip into the files of the FBI, which 
form the basis for thousands of cases against both old and new employees. 
An investigation may also be initiated by accusations against the person in 
question from “friends”, neighbors, fellow employees or anyone who may 
choose to satisfy a personal grudge. It is a matter of paramount importance 
that, in accord with Truman’s order, “ . . . the investigative agency may 
refuse to disclose the names of confidential informants, provided it furnishes 
sufficient information about such informants on the basis of which the 
requesting department or agency can make an adequate evaluation of the 
information furnished by them, and provided it advises the requesting 
department or agency in writing that it is essential to the protection of the 
informants or to the investigation of other cases that the identity of the 
informants be not revealed”. 

An astonishing procedure has arisen on the basis of this proviso. Alan 
Barth prints a discussion between Dorothy Bailey, an employee of the 
United States Employment Service and Seth Richardson, chairman of the 
Loyalty Review Board. Bailey was charged with having been a member of 
the Communist Party, having attended Stalinist meetings, associating with 
members of that Party and belonging to Stalinist front organizations. With 
the exception of attendance at a Stalinist meeting during her college days, 
she denied all the charges against her. Since much of the “evidence” against 
her was predicated on “five or six of the reports . . . from informants 
certified to us by the Federal Bureau of Investigation as experienced and 
entirely reliable” it was a matter of interest to the employee’s counsel to 
know something about these “reliable” informants. Further inquiry elicited 
the following reply from Richardson: “I haven’t the slightest knowledge 
as to who they [the informants] were or how active they have been in 
anything.” It was enough, in Richardson’s opinion, that the informants 
were highly regarded by the FBI. All Miss Bailey could say to the claims of 
the Board was: “. . . if I am convicted here, that will make the person who 
has made these charges considered a reliable witness; and they are not, 
because the charges are not true, and whatever is said here should not add 
to their reliability.” Miss Bailey, needless to say, was discharged without 
ever knowing who were the informants against her, and thus without being 
able to cross-examine them or having the opportunity to demonstrate 
whether their information was true or false. The sole criterion for the 
veracity of their statements was the certitude of the FBI. 

This experience is continually encountered by victims of the Loyalty 
Boards. The Boards, while leaving it to the FBI and intelligence agencies to 
supply them with “facts”, often carry on an elaborate ideological investiga- 
tion of their own. Barth, for instance, cites the following dialogue between 
the chairman of a Loyalty Board and a “witness” who was finally ruled 
ineligible for government employment: 

“The Witness: I do not feel that I’ve had as adequate a hearing as it’s 
possible to have. I do not feel that I have explained to you adequately my 
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position. I have the feeling that you have very strong doubts as to whether 
at some time I would irrationally espouse some cause—— 

“Chairman: No. Now, let me explain. I’m not concerned about that. I 
don’t believe that you would advocate communism personally. I’m not at all 
sure that you believe in communism. 

“The Witness: Well, I don’t believe in communism. 

“Chairman: That’s not the point. Let’s get this clear. The point that I’m 
disturbed about is that while you would neither advocate communism nor 
do anything consciously to implement it, nevertheless you would go the 
limit in defending the right of other people, or groups of people, to advocate 
communism, through political parties or otherwise, even though that 
includes the overthrow of our government by violence, and the only 
limitation that you placed on that right, as I understood you, was that you 
would limit it, or forbid it, if the conditions at the time happened to be 
such that a political upheaval of some kind might result.” 

This dialogue must be regarded as nothing less than breathtaking! 

The Loyalty Boards began their examination of Federal employees by 
inquiring into something vaguely identified as “overt acts”, such as 
membership of “subversive” parties or participation in “subversive” 
meetings. From this, the Boards graduated into an investigation of beliefs 
and now into “unconscious disloyalty”. Other Federal agencies have picked 
up the theme and begun to discharge federal employees for being “security 
risks”. In the case of the State Department, this means (to cite its Regula- 
tions and Procedures) “. . . habitual or close association with persons 
known or believed to be in categories A or B [i.e., actual advocates or 
members of “subversive” movements, spies, etc.] to an extent which would 
justify the conclusion that he might, through such association, voluntarily 
or involuntarily divulge classified information without authority”. [My 
emphasis — H.L.] This was followed by summary dismissals, with no 
pretence at hearings, by the use of lie-detectors, even in cases where 
absolutely no question of an employee’s loyalty existed, by the extension 
of this procedure, in part or as a whole, to non-federal agencies and, now, 
by its extension to private industry, as the following material makes plain. 

One fine day in October, 1952, William Richmond Wilder, employed for 
four years and nine months at the General Electric plant in Everett, 
Massachusetts, opened his mail box to find the following letter: 

(REPRODUCTION) 

ARMY-NAVY-AIR FORCE PERSONNEL SECURITY BOARD 
c/o OFFICE OF THE PROVOST MARSHAL GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 


Mr. William Richmond Wilder 
12 Oakland Park 

Medford, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. Wilder: 

This is to notify you that a request for your proposed access to certain 
classified matter at General Electric Company has been submitted to the 
Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board for review and decision. 

Based on information now available to it, the Board has tentatively 
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decided that consent for your employment on classified Army, Navy, or 
Air Force contracts must be denied. This information indicates that it is 
alleged that: You have been a close and sympathetic associate of members 
of an organization cited by the Attorney General as being subversive. 

Before the Board reaches a final determination in your case, it desires to 
give you an opportunity to submit, in writing, any information you desire, 
to explain or refute the information set forth above. Such information may 
be in the form of letters, statements or affidavits and must be mailed to the 
Board within ten days of the receipt of this letter by you. 

In the event of your failure to submit such information, the Board will 
make a decision based on the information available to it, without prejudice 
to your right of subsequent appeal to the Industrial Employment Review 
Board in case of an adverse decision. 

You are further informed that you have no right to appear before this 
Board either in person or to be represented by counsel. 

You will be notified of the final decision of the Board. If the decision is 
adverse, you will be advised of your right to appeal to the Industrial 
Employment Review Board, before whom you may appear in person and/or 
be represented by counsel. 


Sincerely yours, 
(signed) Robert H. Fisher, Major MPC 
(for) HARRY W. GORMAN 
Colonel, MPC 
Army Member 


Wilder was not the only employee of General Electric to receive this 


message. An estimated score or more of his fellow workers were also 
honored with this recognition. Fortunately, however, Wilder decided to 
make his distinction known to the workers in his plant, so he issued the 
letter with his reply as a leaflet. His reply contains the following observa- 
tions: 

“Since, according to your letter, this is the only opportunity I shall have 
to defend myself, I wish to make the following statement: I am not and 
have never been a close and/or sympathetic associate of members of any 
organization cited by the Attorney General as being subversive. Further- 
more, I am not and have never been a member of any organization of any 
sort whatever except my union. I am certain that I could specifically refute 
the allegations that you refer to if I know their exact nature and by whom 
they were made.” Curiously enough, Wilder believes that the “. . . interests 
of security, of paramount importance to us all, obviously do not permit us 
the luxury of the niceties of civil law, but in temporarily superseding 
common law we must not completely disregard common sense and common 
decency”. Wilder will have ample opportunity to learn just how “tem- 
porary” is the supersession of civil law. On the other hand, he will probably 
see little or nothing of the information on the basis of which his “clearance” 
has been refused. 

The letter which Wilder received from the military authorities is 
astonishing for the ambiguity of its charge. Wilder is not informed with 
what organization it is claimed he has had “a close and sympathetic” 
association. Even the character of the “association” is unclear. These are, 
indeed, the “niceties” of “security”. Wilder is asked to commit himself in 
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writing without any idea of what is “known” against him; he is expected 
to review his past and search out anything which the Army would like to 
know. He is also told, as so few people know, that an Industrial Employ- 
ment Review Board exists in the United States, which has the jobs of 
millions of American workmen at its mercy. How quickly has the spawn 
of hell grown in this age over-ripe with corruption! 

The Sentence 

It is almost sever:ty years since Arthur Sullivan penned the memorable 

lines for Ko-Ko, the Lord High Executioner of The Mikado: 
As some day it may happen that a victim must be found, 
I’ve got a little list — I’ve got a little list 
Of society’s offenders who may well be underground, 
And who never would be missed — who never would be missed! 
The task of filling up the blanks I’d rather leave to you, 
But it really doesn’t matter whom you put upon the list, 
For they’d none of ’em be missed — 
They’d none of ’em be missed! 

It is doubtful if the librettist realized how many Ko-Ko’s would be 
operating in the century ahead. In recent years, American officialdom has 
been given to much speculation on how to reward heterodoxy in the United 
States. The outlines of a “solution” have not been very original: Congress 
and the Administration have begun to tread the same road carved out by 
fascism in Russia and Germany. The public is still little aware of the 
measures adopted to suppress virtually every measure of opposition in the 
United States. Some lie leisurely in the penal code, having been only 
partially employed in recent years; other measures show that careful 
preparations are in the offing and await the “appropriate” moment for 
complete execution. When that moment comes, the vast majority of the 
population will be drastically affected and a large minority, not simply 
Stalinists and espionage agents for Russia, will be deprived of all personal 
as well as intellectual freedom. 

Although the principal punitive measures to-day are dismissal from 
government service and the “defense” industry, noisy character assassina- 
tion and vitrolic attacks on public figures, it must be emphasized that two 
individuals have been sentenced to death for espionage and are awaiting 
execution at this writing. It is of interest, and this hardly comprises a 
defense of spies or couriers, that the Rosenbergs delivered classified 
information to Russian agents at a time when Stalin and Roosevelt had 
achieved a touching and devoted friendship cemented by the betrayal of 
nearly half the world to Russian totalitarianism. Russia was “our wartime 
ally” when the espionage acts for which the Rosenbergs have been sentenced 
were committed. Their punishment is a startling departure from the treat- 
ment meted out to spies in the past. The severity of the sentence is by no 
means an aberration. It marks a terrible retrogression from the judicial 
leniency contained in the unwritten law of every democracy. 

In another case, a Stalinist, Steve Nelson, recently received the incredible 
sentence of twenty years’ imprisonment for violation of the Pennsylvania 
“subversive” statute. The press reports indicate that this sentence, which has 
precedent only in the practices fostered by Palmer, may be increased if 
a Federal indictment against Nelson is obtained. 
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The passage of the McCarran “Anti-Subversives’” Law in 1950 marks 
an enormous departure from the repressive legislation enacted in the past. 
This monstrous ‘piece of legislation, compared with which every sedition 
bill enacted in the history of the United States pales is a model of demo- 
cratic procedure, makes it possible to “detain” anyone on the ground of 
mere suspicion of an intent to commit espionage or sabotage. The law 
further requires that all “Communist” literature be labelled as such to 
“protect” the American people from the propaganda and tactics of a move- 
ment whose influence has been waning more rapidly over the past few 
years than at any other time in its history. The McCarran Act, however, is 
simply the axis for a considerable amount of legislation relating to espionage 
and atomic “security” which must be regarded as nothing short of an 
oncoming fascist pattern. The McMahon-Douglas Atomic Energy Act of 
1946 alters preceding espionage legislation, which provided for capital 
punishment only in wartime, to render atomic espionage a capital crime at 
any time, and, as we shall have occasion to note, drastically limits the 
dissemination of scientific information in any way related to atomic 
physics. A rather old piece of legislation, passed during Roosevelt’s lifetime, 
requires the registration of members who belong to parties with inter- 
national connections of any shape or form. Typically, this legislation has 
recently been used against so-called “subversive” organizations (some of 
which are actively anti-Stalinist), although it is applicable to everything 
from international women’s clubs to trade unions. 

Although the McCarran Act was passed over a Presidential veto, the 
Administration and its supporters were only too eager to execute its 
provisions. Even before the McCarran Act was passed, the London Daily 
Express of September 4, 1950, reported that “Senator Harley Kilgore, 
who usually does what President Truman asks him to do, suggested to-day 
that all Communists should be rounded up and put in concentration camps. 
He promised to put his plan to Congress early this week.” The McCarran 
Act apparently forestalled the Administration Senator and gave Truman 
the opportunity to make a few gestures of opposition to what was obviously 
assured legislation, On March 23, 1951, the New York Times suddenly 
appeared with the following astonishing report: “President Truman asked 
Congress for $775,000 extra to finance the Federal Bureau of Prisons, 
apparently in case he has to declare an internal security emergency and 
round up subversive persons in this country.” The request for extra money 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1 cited the McCarran Act and stated that 
$775,000 would be for salaries and expenses to enable the Bureau of Prisons 
to “meet its responsibility in such an emergency”. A month later, J. Edgar 
Hoover frankly acknowledged to the House Appropriations Committee that 
the request for $775,000 was designed to prepare four abandoned military 
camps as places of detention for suspected subversives in case of war. On 
January 1, 1952, the same newspaper reported that work had started on 
three detention camps, two in Florence, Arizona and El Reno, Oklahoma, 
and another at the former military airport at Wickenburg, Arizona. The 
report continued: “Prison labor will be used to get the camps in shape. 
Surveys of other unused Government properties are also being made. Under 
the McCarran Act, the Attorney General is charged with the responsibility 
for rounding up and holding all persons likely to commit sabotage or 
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espionage, should there be an invasion, a declaration of war or an insurrec- 
tion in aid of a foreign enemy.” 

The “sobriety” of these endeavors was demonstrated by the fact that the 
Administration soon proved very reluctant to allow public disclosures about 
the formation of concentration camps. Under the headline, “Data on Camps 
Barred”, the Times of January 13, 1952, reported that the Justice Depart- 
ment refuses to disclose five prison camps authorized by Congress for 
subversives in case of a “national security emergency”. The article not only 
cited the camps mentioned in the January 1 despatch but indicated that 
two more camps are in preparation, one in Fule Lake, Colorado, and 
another in Avon Park, Florida. “As many as 15,000 persons are believed 
ticketed for immediate seizures as potential spies or saboteurs should there 
ever be such a declaration [of a national “security” emergency]. Special 
boards would hear each detainee’s case.” Later dispatches indicated that 
some of the camps are already stocked with food and are now prepared to 
receive “detainees”. 

The progress of these preparations indicates the scope of the coming 
repression. At first, the Administration confined its requests for money to 
that needed to fix three camps, and spoke only of “wartime necessity”. 
Then, the term “subversive” was substituted for “Communist”, thus 
embracing not only Stalinists but anyone suspected of association with 
movements on the Attorney General’s list. From war-time “expediency”, 
the Administration began to widen the conditions requiring detention to a 
“national security emergency”. The number of people involved swelled 
proportionately: Hoover, reporting to the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee, spoke of picking up 14,000 “subversives” immediately, citing 43,000 
people in the Communist Party and 430,000 sympathizers. E: J. Ennis, 
former general counsel of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, was 
a bit more frank. At a conference on civil liberties, he predicted, according 
to a dispatch in the N.Y. Times of March 3, 1951, that 50,000 rather than 
12,000 would be picked up. The theme was picked up by veterans’ organiza- 
tions, southern Senators and assorted reactionaries. On January 15, 1951, 
southern members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars demanded that Truman 
“declare such a state of emergency that will allow all persons untrue to 
American sovereignty to be interned”. The national commander of the 
VFW repeated much the same demand and threw in a request for “full 
mobilization”. The Pennsylvania VFW resolved on July 14, 1951, that 
“... an island be set up in the Pacific theatre by the Department of 
Defense for all those people who like the Communist way of life, and give 
our courts the power to sentence anyone to this island who shall in any 
manner be connected with any underground organization whose aim is the 
violent overthrow of our democratic form of government.” Ominously 
enough, Senator Eastland, Democrat, of Mississippi, introduced a bill to 
put the country’s “disciplined Communists” immediately into “concentra- 
tion camps” — (that term was employed by the Senator! ). Eastland 
estimated the number of detainees at 50,000 and spoke of the legislation not 
in terms of a declaration of war but as a “state of internal security 


emergency”, advising Congress to make such a declaration if the President 
tefused to do so. ; 
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Thus it has required only a few years for the United States not just to 
achieve a full return to the situation prevailing at the end of the first World 
War but to go far beyond. In 1918-22, the Federal secret police was a 
relatively innocuous agency, still severely limited in resources and preroga- 
tives. To-day it has assumed formidable proportions, filtering into every 
aspect of American life, establishing an elaborate dragnet, acquiring the 
fingerprints of most of the population and dossiers on millions of people, 
growing yearly and meeting with little or no resistance. A peacetime sedition 
law, a McCarran detention act, an amended espionage law, a subversives’ 
list, permanent concentration camps, loyalty oaths, Congressional commit- 
tees that amount to little more than kangaroo courts reinforced by judicial 
privileges, loyalty and industrial employment boards, military intelligence 
agencies which enter into civil affairs — all of these have appeared where 
they never before existed. The entire machinery is to-day at hand that will 
permit people to be imprisoned for “suspicion” of their “intentions” — 
and for an indefinite period of time. 

There has been no discussion thus far of the restrictions imposed on 
public information (the press, cinema and radio), on naturalized citizens 
and aliens, on travel abroad, on schools and teachers, on civil liberties 
abroad, where the United States has troops or exercises influence, on 
American military forces, on books and libraries, etc. These issues will be 
examined in detail in what is to follow. The preceding pages have been 
occupied with what is something in the nature of a judicial investigation: 
“The Purge”, “The Investigation”, “The Courts” and “The Sentence”. 
From this, one vital fact emerges: In the United States to-day, a shadow 
government with vast punitive powers has already been established side by 
side with the democratic one formally guaranteed by the Constitution. It is 
embodied in the agencies, boards, police, lists and camps examined thus 
far. This new government is no longer the traditional government of the 
United States; indeed, it no longer even employs the terminology of the 
constitutional government it claims to protect. This new government has 
been built without recourse to storm troopers, without a mass movement, 
indeed, behind the back of the American people. Already, as we have seen, 
much of the new government of the parallel state, has displaced the agencies 


and controls of the old often using its own controls as an excuse. 
Democracy is being destroyed with “protection”, with “solicitude” — one 
might grimly say with “kindness”. It is a fact which must be kept con- 
tinually in mind that juridically, at least, no more than a Presidential 
declaration of an “internal security emergency” is needed to bring fascism 
to the United States. Note the word “internal”; it no longer requires a 
war or, for that matter, any sort of military operation for this promulgation 


In short, we are not treating any longer of “episodic” civil liberties’ viola- 
tions or scattered infringements of freedom. The problem to-day is that of 
a separate and unconstitutional state. The time is close to the last years of 
Weimar Germany, when «a tremendous executive power red 
enterely byw the liberals and Social Democrats rose over and = ' 
supplant the perliamentary régime, requiring only « Hitler to make the 
needed otnetabvbe alter sthome alte: Bruning had prepared the way 
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CORRESPONDENCE 


1, LETTER FROM ISRAEL 


25th December, 1952. 


For New York: Dear Sectarian Scoundrels for refusing to rely upon the 
capitalist postal service, may the entire Curse of 
Ernulphus blight your vital parts for not writing: 


For London: Dear Chappies: 

It is not proper to begin a letter with a threat but anti-Semitism must 
be challenged wherever it raises its voice and particularly when it manifests 
itself in silence. Yes, ANTI-SEMITISM! There is no other name for severing 
relations with people merely because they are visiting in the Jewish State. 
Therefore, be informed that if we do not hear from you shortly we will see 
to it that ALL ISRAELI AID TO THE UNITED STATES IMMEDIATELY CEASES and 
also that NOT ONE JAFFA ORANGE WILL GRACE A BRITISH FRUIT BOWL. Laugh, 
will you? Think it cannot be done, eh? You seem to forget that we have a 
friend here. who is ***** $* 69*%* and knows ***%* %***** who is 
EERIE IE EIDE 268 08 IIE (1) Tn short, we have Vitamin 
P, as it is called here. 

Vitamin P is a substance not found in food but which helps one get 
some. It is an ingredient of politics and social life in general with remark- 
able invigorating powers. With it one may pass through customs in a half 
hour whereas it would ordinarily take a half day or several days. — YAA 
Customs! — (the shriek you have just heard is from L., poor thing, who 
had to endure it alone, “it” being a poking and peering orgy, a matter of 
several pounds of forms without content that would stagger the imagination 
of an Erikson). Vitamin P in the form of a can of meat presented to a 
doctor at each visit immediately restores his bedside manner — always at 
the expense of the vitaminless patient who must wait longer as the donor 
is pushed to the head of the queue. It is also indispensable in getting a 
soft job, making good “contacts”, and wilting bureaucratic obstinacy. 
\lthough Vitamin P has been known to all societies, large scale application 

n modern times going down to the simplest needs began in Russia and now 
flourishes here where conditions are similarly favourable toward its use. 


Gentlemen, scanners of diverse historical trends, astute judees of many a 
social system: it would probably bore you to hear another vindication of 

ur prognoses But if it ie with a heavy hand that | add one more feather 
» the many crowding your cap, it ie for anoth * Lins, posthng with 
hye grovds hase left vou a heared amd hetmety ! ' tragn seenec, forever 
a murnrg all ete aveure fry » feet and int naling ritte acorning what 
hort eeveral mtenetres F rere he heaghet hown ebar hoes 
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The passage of the McCarran “Anti-Subversives’” Law in 1950 mar 
an enormous departure from the repressive legislation enacted in the pas 
This monstrous ‘piece of legislation, compared with which every seditiogy 
bill enacted in the history of the United States pales is a model of demae 


cratic procedure, makes it possible to “detain” anyone on the ground qe 


mere suspicion of an intent to commit espionage or sabotage. The la 
further requires that all “Communist” literature be labelled as such 


“protect” the American people from the propaganda and tactics of a movés 


ment whose influence has been waning more rapidly over the past fe 
years than at any other time in its history. The McCarran Act, however, # 
simply the axis for a considerable amount of legislation relating to espionage 
and atomic “security” which must be regarded as nothing short of amy“ 
oncoming fascist pattern. The McMahon-Douglas Atomic Energy Act di 
1946 alters preceding espionage legislation, which provided for capita 
punishment only in wartime, to render atomic espionage a capital crime a 
any time, and, as we shall have occasion to note, drastically limits t 
dissemination of scientific information in any way related to atom 
physics. A rather old piece of legislation, passed during Roosevelt’s lifetim 
requires the registration of members who belong to parties with integy 
national connections of any shape or form. Typically, this legislation hay 
recently been used against so-called “subversive” organizations (some qe 
which are actively anti-Stalinist), although it is applicable to everything” 
from international women’s clubs to trade unions. 

Although the McCarran Act was passed over a Presidential veto, t 
Administration and its supporters were only too eager to execute iff 
provisions. Even before the McCarran Act was passed, the London Daily, 
Express of September 4, 1950, reported that “Senator Harley Kilgor 
who usually does what President Truman asks him to do, suggested to-da 
that all Communists should be rounded up and put in concentration camp 
He promised to put his plan to Congress early this week.” The McCarra 
Act apparently forestalled the Administration Senator and gave Truma 
the opportunity to make a few gestures of opposition to what was obvious 
assured legislation. On March 23, 1951, the New York Times sudden 


appeared with the following astonishing report: “President Truman askei& 


Congress for $775,000 extra to finance the Federal Bureau of Prison 
apparently in case he has to declare an internal security emergency an 
round up subversive persons in this country.” The request for extra mone 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1 cited the McCarran Act and stated ths 
$775,000 would be for salaries and expenses to enable the Bureau of Priso 
to “meet its responsibility in such an emergency”. A month later, J. Edga 
Hoover frankly acknowledged to the House Appropriations Committee tha 
the request for $775,000 was designed to prepare four abandoned milita 
camps as places of detention for suspected subversives in case of war. O 
January 1, 1952, the same newspaper reported that work had started o 
three detention camps, two in Florence, Arizona and El Reno, Oklahom 
and another at the former military airport at Wickenburg, Arizona. 

report continued: “Prison labor will be used to get the camps in shap 
Surveys of other unused Government properties are also being made. Unde 
the McCarran Act, the Attorney General is charged with the responsibilit 
for rounding up and holding all persons likely to commit sabotage 
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" espionage, should there be an invasion, a declaration of war or an insurrec- 
tion in aid of a foreign enemy.” 
| The “sobriety” of these endeavors was demonstrated by the fact that the 
| Administration soon proved very reluctant to allow public disclosures about 
| the formation of concentration camps. Under the headline, “Data on Camps 
Barred”, the Times of January 13, 1952, reported that the Justice Depart- 
ment refuses to disclose five prison camps authorized by Congress for 
 subversives in case of a “national security emergency”. The article not only 
| cited the camps mentioned in the January 1 despatch but indicated that 
/ two more camps are in preparation, one in Fule Lake, Colorado, and 


~g mother in Avon Park, Florida. “As many as 15,000 persons are believed 


‘ticketed for immediate seizures as potential spies or saboteurs should there 
'ever be such a declaration [of a national “security” emergency]. Special 
"boards would hear each detainee’s case.” Later dispatches indicated that 
"some of the camps are already stocked with food and are now prepared to 
"receive “detainees”. 
| The progress of these preparations indicates the scope of the coming 
‘repression. At first, the Administration confined its requests for money to 
@ that needed to fix three camps, and spoke only of “wartime necessity”. 
| Then, the term “subversive” was substituted for “Communist”, thus 
‘embracing not only Stalinists but anyone suspected of association with 
“movements on the Attorney General’s list. From war-time “expediency”, 
‘the Administration began to widen the conditions requiring detention to a 
'‘national security emergency”. The number of people involved swelled 
proportionately: Hoover, reporting to the House Appropriations Commit- 
“ee, spoke of picking up 14,000 “subversives” immediately, citing 43,000 
Hpeople in the Communist Party and 430,000 sympathizers. E. J. Ennis, 
former general counsel of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, was 
-. bit more frank. At a conference on civil liberties, he predicted, according 
sto a dispatch in the N.Y. Times of March 3, 1951, that 50,000 rather than 
| 12,000 would be picked up. The theme was picked up by veterans’ organiza- 
“tions, southern Senators and assorted reactionaries. On January 15, 1951, 
southern members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars demanded that Truman 
‘declare such a state of emergency that will allow all persons untrue to 
“American sovereignty to be interned”. The national commander of the 
ef VFW repeated much the same demand and threw in a request for “full 
#@ mobilization”. The Pennsylvania VFW resolved on July 14, 1951, that 
“... an island be set up in the Pacific theatre by the Department of 
"Defense for all those people who like the Communist way of life, and give 
ur courts the power to sentence anyone to this island who shall in any 
manner be connected with any underground organization whose aim is the 
violent overthrow of our democratic form of government.” Ominously 

nough, Senator Eastland, Democrat, of Mississippi, introduced a bill to 
put the country’s “disciplined Communists” immediately into “concentra- 

i — (that term was employed by the Senator! ). Eastland 
estimated the number of detainees at 50,000 and spoke of the legislation not 
in terms of a declaration of war but as a “state of internal security 

ergency”, advising Congress to make such a declaration if the President 

efused to do so. . 
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Thus it has required only a few years for the United States not just t@ 
achieve a full return to the situation prevailing at the end of the first Worl 
War but to go far beyond. In 1918-22, the Federal secret police was 
relatively innocuous agency, still severely limited in resources and preroga 
tives. To-day it has assumed formidable proportions, filtering into eve 
aspect of American life, establishing an elaborate dragnet, acquiring 
fingerprints of most of the population and dossiers on millions of peopl 
growing yearly and meeting with little or no resistance. A peacetime seditio 
law, a McCarran detention act, an amended espionage law, a subversive 
list, permanent concentration camps, loyalty oaths, Congressional commit 
tees that amount to little more than kangaroo courts reinforced by judicia 
privileges, loyalty and industrial employment boards, military intelligenc 
agencies which enter into civil affairs — all of these have appeared whe 
they never before existed. The entire machinery is to-day at hand that wi 
permit people to be imprisoned for “suspicion” of their “intentions” 
and for an indefinite period of time. 

There has been no discussion thus far of the restrictions imposed o 
public information (the press, cinema and radio), on naturalized citizeng 
and aliens, on travel abroad, on schools and teachers, on civil liberties 
abroad, where the United States has troops or exercises influence, o 
American military forces, on books and libraries, etc. These issues will b 
examined in detail in what is to follow. The preceding pages have bee 
occupied with what is something in the nature of a judicial investigation 
“The Purge”, “The Investigation”, “The Courts” and “The Sentence’ 
From this, one vital fact emerges: In the United States to-day, a shado 
government with vast punitive powers has already been established side by 
side with the democratic one formally guaranteed by the Constitution. It ig 
embodied in the agencies, boards, police, lists and camps examined th 
far. This new government is no longer the traditional government of th 
United States; indeed, it no longer even employs the terminology of th 
constitutional government it claims to protect. This new government hag 
been built without recourse to storm troopers, without a mass movementyy 
indeed, behind the back of the American people. Already, as we have seengy 
much of the new government of the parallel state, has displaced the agencie 
and controls of the old — often using its own controls as an excusegy 
Democracy is being destroyed with “protection”, with “solicitude” — on@ 
might grimly say with “kindness”. It is a fact which must be kept con 
tinually in mind that juridically, at least, no more than a Presidentia 
declaration of an “internal security emergency” is needed to bring fascis 
to the United States. Note the word “internal”; it no longer requires ¢ 
war or, for that matter, any sort of military operation for this promulgation 
In short, we are not treating any longer of “episodic” civil liberties’ viola 
tions or scattered infringements of freedom. The problem to-day is that o 
a separate and unconstitutional state. The time is close to the last years 0 
Weimar Germany, when a tremendous executive power — _ prepared 
entirely by the liberals and Social Democrats — rose over and began tc 
supplant the parliamentary régime, requiring only a Hitler to make the 
needed “suitable” alterations after Bruning had prepared the way. 


(End of Part 1—to be continued) 
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@ |. LETTER FROM ISRAEL 


25th December, 1952. 


m@ For New York: Dear Sectarian Scoundrels for refusing to rely upon the 


capitalist postal service, may the entire Curse of 
Ernulphus blight your vital parts for not writing: 


E For London: Dear Chappies: 


It is not proper to begin a letter with a threat but anti-Semitism must 


| be challenged wherever it raises its voice and particularly when it manifests 
_ itself in silence. Yes, ANTI-SEMITISM! There is no other name for severing 
| telations with people merely because they are visiting in the Jewish State. 
_ Therefore, be informed that if we do not hear from you shortly we will see 
| to it that ALL ISRAELI AID TO THE UNITED STATES IMMEDIATELY CEASES and 
» also that NOT ONE JAFFA ORANGE WILL GRACE A BRITISH FRUIT BOWL. Laugh, 
will you? Think it cannot be done, eh? You seem to forget that we have a 
[friend here who is ***** ** ***** ond knows ***#* #*#* Who is 
ERR BH KKK HEE KK KKEKK KKK KKK KEKE (!) In short, we have Vitamin 


| P, as it is called here. 


Vitamin P is a substance not found in food but which helps one get 


/some. It is an ingredient of politics and social life in general with remark- 
able invigorating powers. With it one may pass through customs in a half 
"hour whereas it would ordinarily take a half day or several days. — YAA 
Customs! — (the shriek you have just heard is from L., poor thing, who 


had to endure it alone, “it” being a poking and peering orgy, a matter of 


; several pounds of forms without content that would stagger the imagination 
-of an Erikson). Vitamin P in the form of a can of meat presented to a 
) doctor at each visit immediately restores his bedside manner — always at 
| the expense of the vitaminless patient who must wait longer as the donor 
/is pushed to the head of the queue. It is also indispensable in getting a 
_soft job, making good “contacts”, and wilting bureaucratic obstinacy. 
| Although Vitamin P has been known to all societies, large scale application 
|» in modern times going down to the simplest needs began in Russia and now 
_ flourishes here where conditions are similarly favourable toward its use. 


Gentlemen, scanners of diverse historical trends, astute judges of many a 


‘social system: it would probably bore you to hear another vindication of 
"your prognoses. But if it is with a heavy hand that I add one more feather 
}to the many crowding your cap, it is for another reason. Alas, jostling with 


the gods has left you a hard and haughty lot, void of a tragic sense, forever 


/measuring all endeavours by a fast and unbending rule, scorning what is 


short several centimetres. From the heights you cast down sharp glances at 


‘all traps and circumstantial forces to which men are prey and when one 
‘falls in, do your eyes smart with pity? No. Instead of a tear there awaits 
/him a glob of spittle. But I, when the best laid plans of mice and men go 
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astray and the mice and men are themselves laid in mud, — I cannay 
chuckle. Therefore, I shall not begin: “Whatever basic industry exists i 
Israel is based upon stone and sand of which there is an abundance.” Nom 
shall I say: “The call to world Jewry to come to Israel and if needs be dig)” 
as men not dogs can scarce be heard for all the yelping which dins the 
air here.” 
I shall begin with a positive statement: “What exists in Israel is n 
worse than what exists in other capitalist democracies!” You don’t thin 
this is very positive? Too bad. It shows that you are not aware of th@ 
latest concept of “positive”. For certainly it is a good thing that here yo 


can still bitch publicly to your heart’s content and the government stil} i 


remains cursable — although, as in other places, if you go too far it cam 
exercise its democratic right to jail you. Another good thing is that as ye 
there is no barbed wire around the “immigrant reception centers” and theif 


miserable inhabitants can ingress and egress freely. Nor are they forceq@y i 


into being “productive”. Naturally, the economy is rife with monopoly. W@ 
heard of one poor fellow who had to wait two years until he received 
permission to open a soda stand because the one Histadrut-owned generah 
store in the town — was worried about the public’s health? — no, if 
was afraid the soda stand might inspire further competition. He had tay 
wait another six months before he was allowed to sell “cookies” to go wit 
the “drinks”. Ah, before you scowl, remember Tucker? He didn’t ge@ 
permission at all! i 

You see, it’s like I say: “What exists in Israel is no worse than wha@ 
exists in other capitalist democracies.” Take the bus drivers for exampleyy 
Is it not simply wonderful that they earn more than doctors, engineersg. 
judges and other high government officials? Oh all right, so they soak the 
public — look at the T.W.U. If you think the milk they sell here is bady 
consisting as it does of 75 per cent. whole milk some of which may bay 


unpasteurized and coming from tubercular cows to which is added 25 pe i 


cent. powdered milk — look at what they’ve done to bread in the U.S.!5 
Perhaps instead of going on this way I should publish a guide book forg 
disappointed tourists and petulant politicals. It should be organized asg” 
follows: 

For bureaucracy: look at the N.Y.C. Welfare Department. 

For huge armed forces: look at Russia. 

For black market: look at Russia. 

For austerity: look at Britain. 

But for one item I have an answer that will stop you dead. Should somey” 
of you be aware that there is discrimination here against Arabs and North 
African Jews — then I say — WHAT ABOUT THE NEGROES IN THER 
SoutH?! ! i 

After you have regained your senses from this last blow you will comeyy 


to realize that the extent to which formal democracy prevails here is truly & di 


remarkable. For if ever there was a country indigenously ripe for fascism 
it is Israel. If there ever was a political structure floating miles above its 
economic base you have it here. Israel’s candidacy for that sublime state = 
where everything is “under control” is promoted by two unique assets: it is 
blessed with a fly-by-night economy and a relatively large surplus popula- 
tion (part of which is absorbed into the army and the remainder just 
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_ hanging around becoming increasingly restive), both factors mutually 
| aggravating one another. It is from this hole that all the dirt flies. Social 
_ life moves in the reckless pursuit of individual security in the face of 
» general want, the ideological symptoms of which crop up in several places. 
_ North African Jews are referred to as “our Niggers” by some people who 
have as many reasons for keeping them in their place as happy Southerners 
» have. Already an organization exists called the Canaanites which is the 
|, Israeli equivalent of the Daughters of the American Revolution and has as 
' one of its aims the stoppage of immigration so as to keep the race pure. Now 
| they may have a point there, albeit for the wrong reasons, because the 
; immigration question is really a hard nut to crack. Shiloh’s article offers 
_ one instance of a pressure to migrate that is genuine and not artificially 
| stimulated by over-gregarious Israelis. The situation for North African 
' Jews is becoming increasingly precarious and those in Eastern Europe face 
» imminent deportation to another “chosen land”. Though we support their 
@ demand to emigrate, for all practical purposes it means sending them here. 
_ But what will they find here? — Boys, it’s rough. 
| Their fate will be that of thousands of others who are presently waiting 


i@ for a job and a decent place to live. It is in the Maabarot that unrest is 


' most acute and expresses itself in sporadic riots. Many of these people are 
so depressed that they talk of going back to Siberia! Some desperate 
| creatures have even tried to return via the Arab countries. 

| Well, there is no doubt that things have to be settled one way or another. 
' The newly formed bastard coalition between the knights of labor and the 
| captains of industry is a Bonapartist régime with less time on its hands than 
| those of other countries. Of course, Mapai may gather up enough guts to 


@ pull the job off by itself. But if I were you I would place my bets on 


| Cherut of Mapam. In both these parties a totalitarian ideology is fully 


@ developed. The latter is a bit unprepared at the present moment because it 


_ is busy deciding how much Czechoslovakian shit it can swallow without 
' getting indigestion. After the decision is made it will probably sigh, rinse 
"its mouth, and resume licking Russia’s arse all over again. 

' Now for a personal note: After having been shunted in and out of God- 
| knows-how-many offices and agencies I finally landed a job with Solel 
| Boneh. I am being paid half of what I should ordinarily get, for in this 
' great socialist enterprise a new worker is not regularly paid for anywhere 
_ from two months to a half year at the end of which time the company can 
| fire you if you are not needed or wanted without having had to pay a full 
salary. Most of the workers in my office long for the good old days when a 
trade union selfishly promoted the interests of its workers and was not tied 
> up with the government. L. is studying Hebrew half a day in a class which 
"is still wondering whether she, an American, is for real. 

' I end with a plea. Dear cousins: We know your financial situation is 
‘difficult and so we do not ask for charity. On the contrary, we ask for 
something for which there is a possibility, however remote, that it will pay 
/ off in the end. Only do it individually so as not to corrupt the organization 
"with a material interest in the status quo. The thing is this: if you have 
'the least pity on two wayward friends who are on the verge of extinction; 
“if you have the least interest in stabilizing this bastion of democracy in the 
| Middle East — for heaven’s sake, fellas, BUY AN ISRAEL Bonp! 
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One final question: Are you all still alive? Even a postcard will be F 
accepted as a twitch. 


The best to all, 
We'll probably be seeing you when the 
flowers are tra-la-ing, 


Y. GROSSMAN. 


2. ON ANTI-SEMITISM 


To the Editor of Contemporary Issues 
Sir, j 

My comment on the article by Mr. M. S. Shiloh, entitled “A Socialf 
Study of Genocide” was confined to Germany. I have no intention of ; 
entering into a discussion on anti-Semitism in general, for life is too shorth 
and there is not enough space in your, or any journal, to survey the problem® 
of such world-wide significance in its many aspects. 

I do not deviate one inch from my contention that Germany and they” 
vast majority of its inhabitants have always been anti-Semitic to the core. 
Mr. Shiloh attempts in the company of quite a number of other people tof” 
white-wash the German people and to accept the amazing nonsense which 
is now common form in Germany that there were, in fect, no Nazis outsideye 
Hitler and his immediate entourage. 

Let me, briefly as possible, confine myself to some of Mr. Shiloh’si 
statements. We are told that we must distinguish the German people fromm 
the Government, which was “imposed” upon them. Your readers may be 
surprised to learn that until Hitler overthrew the Constitution, Germany®” 
had a properly elected Parliament and that Germans could vote withouty 
being exposed to that technique which makes voting in the so-calledyy 
“People’s Democracy” a farce. It was the German people’s votes which 
brought Hitler into power. Again we are told that the German people rosejy 
three times between 1918-1923 to free themselves from their rulers andj 
that they were ready to rise again in 1930-1933. What that means, I haveye 
not the faintest understanding. But what is quite obvious, is that all they 


so-called “risings” resulted in, was the accession of Hitler and his party tom‘ 
gs , P 


power. 

Mr. Shiloh’s arguments seem the line of the classic “stab in the back’® 
excuse which was used by the German people to explain away their defeaty 
in the First World War. P 

My knowledge of Germany and the German people, both in its history 
and in its social milieu, is as extensive, I venture to think, as Mr. Shiloh’s.& 
Owing to ws connections, I have known and visited Germany from™ 
childhood and I was on the staff of the Army of Occupation in 1920. 
German history, I have studied intensively as part of my education both ate 
school and University. My only amazement is that people who quitey 
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obviously have not done so, are perfectly prepared to write about it with an 
air of authority. Their knowledge of Germany seems to be based almost 
entirely on that propaganda which has never ceased to function and which, 
blossoming out in the years following the First World War, reached its peak 
in 1939 and is now beginning to work again. 

Some of Mr. Shiloh’s statements are very difficult to understand. A 
supreme example is shown by his extraordinary delusion that the number of 
_ inter-marriages between Jew and Gentile in Germany and the attempts at 
_ complete assimilation was a proof of the high social position and the 
' absorption into German life of German Jewry. The contrary of course is 
the case. It was because German Jews who were ambitious to take their 
part in German life and to enter into the many channels of society and 
office, from which they were excluded, that there were so many inter- 
_ marriages, coupled by the hope that by so doing, their children at least 
| would be free from the stigma of being Jewish. 

_ How vain was this hope was shown by the infamous Nuremberg Laws 
| which Mr. Shiloh will no doubt quote as exhibiting the interest of the 

' rulers of Germany in the welfare of their Jewish fellow citizens. 

__ Mr. Shiloh quotes as an example of the integration of German Jews into 
national life, the names of Bamburger and Lasker, whom he calls “leading 
_ Advisors to Bismarck”. They supported Bismarck’s early politics, but were 
' not rewarded by being made Ministers. Bismarck had not the least com- 

- punction in turning on them the full force of his anti-Semitic collaborators 


‘§ when their views changed and they dared to challenge his policy. Again, we 


' are told, that a number of Ministers after the First World War were Jews. 
_ Some of them are not accepted as such. A proof of how the German people 
' appreciated them, is shown by the fact that the majority of them were 
_ murdered. It is notorious that one of the causes of the downfall of the 
_ Weimar Republic which alone gave Germany a chance of becoming a 
_ Democratic State, were the allegations that they were too favourable 


‘ towards, and included too many Jews in their administration. Mr. Shiloh’s 


| knowledge of German history may be peculiar but it is not extensive to 
_ paraphrase Mr. Sam Weller. 

| Mr. Shiloh’s comments on De Gaulle and those other heroic spirits who 
| refused to accept defeat are beneath contempt. I take it that he has never 
| heard of the Resistance Movement in France or of the fighters of the 
' Maquis who contributed very much to the final victory when France was 
at last invaded in June, 1944. During all this time, the heroic German 
_people were seething with silent suppressed disgust against the Nazi 
| régime, which they never attempted to throw off, even in July, 1944, when 


,) there was a reasonable possibility of Hitler being overthrown. 


Again, what does Mr. Shiloh mean by his reference to the Allied leaders 
| “taking the pose of outright conquerors”? Is he going to pretend now, as 
§ the Germans ‘did in 1918 that the German armies were never really 
defeated, but again succumbed to an imaginary “stab in the back”? 
| Most fantastic of all, is Mr. Shiloh’s statement and challenge, for me to 
give one instance “of a popular anti-Semitic pogrom in Nazi Germany”. 
I take it that he has never heard of the pogrom in November, 1938, which 
was in fact a culmination of the infamous Nuremberg Laws, in which these 
Germans, seething with silent disgust, acquiesced to the deliberate campaign 
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to drive out German Jewish citizens from every industry and profession; 
from every college and school, not even stopping at driving out little Jewish 
children when they were in the Public baths. This is, as Mr. Shiloh will no 
doubt point out, proof of the disgust and silent suppressed hostility with 
which the Germans viewed the Nazi régime. The same “hostility” was 
shown when the German Trade-unions were forcibly suppressed and their 
funds appropriated by the Nazis. 

The only point in Mr. Shiloh’s article in which I find myself in some 
agreement, is his statement that many Germans found their way into 
Concentration Camps. That is true, but the vast majority were not there 
because they opposed anti-Semitism or even many aspects of the Nazi 
régime. 

Many opponents of that Party who had taken the least part in opposing 
it hefore 1933, were so treated and many thousands were subsequently 
released. Many of the inmates of these camps were the victims of private 
vengeance — another delightful trait in the make-up of the German 
character. In the Blood-bath of June, 1934, and the attempt on Hitler’s life 
in July, 1944, many more thousands. were executed, not for any participa- 
tion, but merely to pay out private grudges or to seize private property. 
I repeat, that many of these were by no means opposed to the Nazi régime. 
Even Dr. Niemdller, that overrated pastor, was punished, not because he 
opposed the Nazi régime, but because he was so obsessed in attempting to 
defend the property of his Church. 

Mr. Shiloh’s ignorance of German conditions were never more forcibly 
displayed, than by his statement that the Labour Movement was an effective 
counter-force against the militarization of civil life. So far from this being 
the case, the vast majority of German people felt that their greatest 
ambition had been reached when their daughter married an officer or their 
son obtained a commission. In fact, the great German General Staff, as 
Mr. Shiloh should know, was all through German history, the power behind 
the throne, and even when the last pre-war Chancellor, the banker, 
Bethmann-Hollweg, was appointed Chancellor, he appeared almost 
invariably not in the black coat and striped trousers of his civil profession, 
but in the uniform of an officer of the reserve of the cavalry regiment in 
which he had once served. 

The German Labour Party and the German Socialists, for all intents and 
purposes, did not lift a finger against the war of 1914 until they saw defeat & 
in sight. 

I suggest that Mr. Shiloh, before he again enters on a defence of the 
German people, particularly during the last two decades, should at least 
make himself acquainted with the history of the subject. I recommend that 
he read “The Nazi Dictatorship” by Frederick Schumann (Robert Hale); 
“Rehearsal for Destruction” by Paul Massing (Harper); “Insulted and 
Exiled” by Arnold Zweig (John Miles); “Six Years of Hitler’ by 
G. Warburg (George Allen & Unwin). 

I have no intention of continuing this correspondence. I have no doubts 
about the good intentions and sincerity of Mr. Shiloh, but good intentioned 
people have often been the greatest danger to the peace of the world. 


“ug” 
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_ _ This is an embarrassing task: to take a full-grown man who has studied 
_ German history “intensively” as part of his “education both at school and 
_ University”, who visited Germany and was on the staff of the Occupation 
_ in 1920 — and patiently teach him how to read a reply in the Queen’s 
| English. “What this means, I have not the faintest understanding” — 
may well be regarded, in the context of S.’s comment, as the greatest 
_ understatement of the year. Indeed, S. has chosen not to have the faintest 
| understanding of anything I have written thus far and what he evidently 
_ “understands” is determined by his view of Germany through the sights of 
| a gun barrel. 
For example: this writer “attempts in the company of other people to 
| whitewash the German people and to accept the amazing nonsense that 
_ there were, in fact, no Nazis outside Hitler and his immediate entourage”. 
I am no longer certain what S. means by the “immediate entourage” of 
| Hitler — I would not be surprised to learn that it includes the entire 
| German people — but at the risk of maintaining a reasonably intelligent 
' view, I shall assume he simply means the higher leadership of the 
_N.S.D.A.P. and government. I don’t recall making this statement — in 
| fact, I could hardly have done so. It may shock S. into one of the rungs of 
Purgatory, but the immediate entourage of Hitler (notably, a high percen- 
| tage of generals, diplomats and career bureaucrats) included people who 
| were bitterly hostile to the Nazis, who viewed them as “Catalinarians” and 
| paid with their lives for their opposition in 1944, while outside this 
| entourage were many Nazis — some cynical, some naive, some stupid, 
'some bright, some ill-meaning and some well-meaning. History would 
_ indeed be the limp wet rag with which Emil Ludwig mops his brow (when 
he sets out to “prove” that the “viciousness” of the German people reaches 
| back to Caesar’s day), for reality to be otherwise. There were many Nazis 
'in Germany who have since acquired the protection of the occupying 
| powers, as there were many anti-Nazis who were left in destitution by the 
“democratic” conquerors of Germany. This is not the point, although it 
provides food for reflection on many issues outside the immediate scope of 
'my reply. What is relevant remains the relationship of the German people 
"to the Third Reich. In this connection, the views of S. provide a sad 
/commentary on the historic instruction provided by the university he 
attended and the Army of Occupation, circa 1920. 
_ Like good scouts, let us make a valiant effort to cross the barbed wire so 
assiduously strewn between Germany and the “rest of the world” by the 
Ludwigs, Vansittarts, Churchills et al. Let us come closer than a bayonet- 
‘length to a nation betrayed by its leaders on the right and “left”, whose 
shistory has been cruelly distorted by professional Germanophobes, mass 
psychologists, “statesmen” like Churchill who welcomed Hitler on Monday 
and “rejected” him on Tuesday, scribblers like Ludwig — and (I say this 
with bated breath!) even the staff of the Occupation (1920). Let us 
endeavor to have a “faint understanding” of what is, after all, only too 
“obvious”: Weimar Germany, whose industrial index had fallen far below 
the level of 1913 and was to exceed this pre-war level by a mere fraction 
‘during the most “favorable” years of the ‘twenties, a raging inflation that 
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primarily as a means of cruelly destroying these very uprisings in wholesale 
terror and blood, betrayals by the Social Democratic and Communist 


parties, and finally the great crisis of the ’thirties, which led to terrible F 
poverty and mass unemployment. To this S. opposes the insight of a flat- § 
worm: he sees in what was coming to the Social Democrats and Stalinists § 
throughout the world only the Germanic “demon” which Ludwig sees in 


forests north of the Rubicon! 
To say that the risings resulted in Hitler is to show the braininess of a 


shark, who hates all jellyfish because they give him indigestion. The German § 
people tried to improve their lot in 1919, in 1920, in 1923; the Social 


Democrats and Stalinists, gua Social Democrats and Stalinists, betrayed 


the people — not as German Social Democrats or German Stalinists, but 
simply as Social Democrats and Stalinists: behaving the same way ing 
France, Spain, Italy and China. The staff of the Occupation, graced by® 


S. in 1920, was present to insure that the German people did not succeed, 


just as Western “democratic” statesmen were around in later years to see ‘ 
that Hitler did succeed. When we reach the ’thirties, the Stalinists are still 


Stalinists, the Social Democrats are still Social Democrats and, I presume, 


S. is still S. The law of identity prevails in all things — but the Germanf 
people are justifiably quite disgusted. Even so, backed by industrialists (quay 
industrialists), by reactionaries (qua reactionaries), by “democratic” states-— 
men (qua statesmen) and scoundrels (qua scoundrels), Hitler not only— 
received a minority vote but shortly afterward began to lose what he had 
already gained. At the high point of Nazi parliamentary representation, they 
Nazis controlled 230 seats which four months later declined to 196, while 

the Stalinist representation increased from eighty-nine to 100. At this point,® 
indeed, came a “stab in the back”, when Von Papen, Hindenberg and crewR 


gave Hitler the chancellorship at a time when he was distinctly out o 
favor with many who had voted for the Nazis four months earlier. 
The “stab in the back excuse” is neither an “excuse” nor a specifically 


German phenomenon. Every day and every hour, millions of people 


throughout the world are stabbed in the back by “political leaders” 
organizational tycoons, government and army staffs, ward heelers, journa 


lists, culture mongers, cynical “academicians”, etc., etc., who tell the massesqy 


one thing and do the very opposite. Ironically enough, the military crowd 


claimed it was “stabbed in the back” precisely by the German people as 


well as the Jews, Communists and Social Democrats, who were admitted 
fed up with the first World War. S. is not above participating in this notio 
with his undisguised theory of “collective guilt”, a theory that dumps a 
searing piece of coal from the hands of statesmen into the lap of the 
people. This is the real “classical” theory, the identical method of shark 
like reasoning linking S. to his “higher” contemporaries. Drawn to its 
logical conclusion, it means that the English people are responsible fo 
Churchill’s doings in Kenya and that the Jewish people are responsible fo 
Ben Gurion’s treatment of Arab refugees. I beg to differ: a “stab in the 


back” indeed, but one which is not “classical”. The responsibility must be 


placed on the shoulders of scoundrels who stood before the people, wha 
promised them freedom and gave them tyranny, who promised them plent 


reduced the middle class to destitution, “uprisings” for an improved social r . 
system (which Weimar, certainly, could not supply) resulting in Hitler 
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_ and gave them poverty, who promised them peace and gave them war, who 
| promised them leisure and subjected them to exploitation. 
Much of S.’s argument is of that peculiarly seasonal variety which may 
_ be used to serve both ends of the argument. Peter argues with Paul: either 
| the Jews were so persecuted or they were so emancipated as to intermarry 
| on a large scale with non-Jews. Apparently, however, the gentile is being 
_ left out of the question, for it still takes two to make a marriage. I should 
| judge from the high rate of these intermarriages that many German non- 
| Jews were, after all, willing to marry Jews, that a good deal of fluidity 
| existed between both to make for that easy intercourse which renders 
| marriages of this character socially acceptable. This is hardly evidence of 
| extreme anti-Semitism in the population at large. The same seasonal 
» argument enters into whether the ministers and constitutional lawyers of 
| the Weimar Republic were regarded or “accepted” as Jews. Peter again 
argues with Paul: when it was convenient in 1934 to describe Haase, 
_ Landsberg, Preuss, Eisner, Gradnauer, Hirsch, Rosenfeld, Hilferding and 
' Rathenau as Jews in Jacob Marcus’ The Rise and Destiny of the German 
| Jew, a work published under the auspices of the Union of American 
_ Hebrew Congregations, they were described “as such”. Nearly twenty years 
| later, when this proves to be inconvenient, S. puts in a brief appearance to 
advise us that they were “not accepted as such”. Finally, to suggest after 
| all that they were “accepted as such” when this is convenient to deepen the 
' argument for mass anti-Semitism in Germany, S. adduces as “proof of how 
» the German people appreciated them . . . the fact that the majority of 
| them were murdered”. In swinging around this intellectually dishonest 
_ double-edged blade, S. does not scruple to “murder” a few very significant 
| facts: the assassinations, notably of Eisner and Rathenau, were committed 
_ by the Freikorps — a gang of terrorists frequently supplied with arms by 
the Allied powers to suppress a popular revolution in Germany. Infinitely 
more German non-Jews were killed by these assassins than the compara- 
' tively few Jewish Social Democrats, Spartacists and Bavarian communists 
' who fell into their hands. The Freikorps was detested, bitterly hated and 
| militantly opposed by the mass of German people, while the military 
occupation staffs clandestinely poured funds into Freikorps coffers in the 
_ hope of preventing a socialist uprising. For a staff member of the Occupa- 
tion to link the German people with the Freikorps and then to cite the 
assassination of Jews “who were not accepted as such” as added evidence of 
s popular anti-Semitism is a piece of coo! impudence unprecedented in this 
| writer’s many polemical experiences! 
| Bismarck was indeed Bismarck. What does not warrant explanation is the 
obvious fact that Bismarck turned against Lasher and Bamburger, but that 
a Lasher and Bamburger could have exercised any influence on Bismarck at 
all, given the picture drawn by S. This still remains a striking commentary 
ita on the absence of mass anti-Semitism in Germany. If S. was even faintly 
interested in delving into the reality of the situation, however, he would 
add for the purposes of simple historical truth that Bismarck’s break with 
a Lasher and Bamburger was part of his break with the National Liberal 
& Party, and the issue of Jewish influence was entirely subordinated to the 
| Bismarckian turn toward reaction. 
S.’s castigation of my “ignorance” of things German must be regarded 





258 CONTEMPORARY ISSUES 


as a futile attempt to cover up his own abysmal ignorance of every item he 
adduces against my original reply. His reference to the Vom Rath pogrom 
of November, 1938, is a case in point. It is apparent from his treatment of 
this terrible event that he either has not troubled himself to investigate the 
abundant documentation in reference to the pogrom or, worse, counts on 
the inability of the general public to check the true facts. If the last is true, 
S. faces a disappointment. I happen to have studied very carefully the 
Vom Rath pogrom and provocatively assert that it was completely § 
engineered from above, causing widespread repugnance among the German § 
people. 

The most extravagant attempt at a pogrom in pre-war Nazi Germany 9 
occurred during the 9th and 10th of November, 1938, directly after the § 
assassination of Vom Rath, a German consular official in Paris, by a young § 
Jew, Herschel Grynszpan. The assassination was the excuse for decrees 
which liquidated the entire economic base of German Jewry. On Vom 
Rath’s death (9th November), bands of Nazis stormed through the streets, 
attacking Jews and destroying Jewish property. Seven-thousand _five- 
hundred stores were destroyed, 171 houses and almost all the synagogues in F 
Germany were set on fire or wrecked. At least thirty-six Jews were killed 
and an equal number injured, and 20,000 Jews were arrested. Every attempt 
was made to give this vandalism and pogrom “action” a popular character; 
the Nazis celebrated the version that the German people were so aroused 
and angered by the assassination of Vom Rath that a popular tide of anti- 
Semitism swept the country, uncontrollably breaking out in violent attacks 
on Jews, Jewish enterprises and religious institutions. So much for the 
outward facts.* 

We now know that this pogrom was entirely engineered by the régime. 
This has been conclusively established in teletype messages from Heydrich § 
to police chiefs throughout Germany, ordering prearranged demonstrations 
against the Jews. One such instruction orders the chiefs of the Gestapo to 
contact “political leaders” in party districts and “discuss the organization 
of the demonstration”. The extent and limits of the demonstrations are 
outlined in some detail: synagogues “are to be burned down only when § 
there is no danger of fire to the surroundings. . . . Business and private § 
apartments of Jews may be destroyed but not looted. . . . In carrying out § 
the ordered measures, the closest harmony should be assured between the & 
Sicherheitspolizei and the Ordnungspolizei”. The scum of the police were 
rounded up to participate in the pogrom and, as usual, many of the 
demonstrations were conducted with such fervour that they often got out of 
hand. Looting was common and the uniformed police often had to intervene 
to curb outright theft and plundering. ’ 

But the attitude of the population is, perhaps, best depicted by the 
entries Von Hassel made in his diary during this period, “I am writing 
under crushing emotions evoked by the vile persecution of the Jews after 
the murder of Vom Rath. Not since the World War have we lost so much 
credit in the world. But my chief concern is not with the effects abroad, 
not with what kind of foreign political reaction we may expect — at least 
not for the moment. I am most deeply troubled about the effect on our 
national life, which is dominated ever more inexorably by a system capable 
of such things. 
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“Goebbels has seldom won so little credence for any assertion (although 
there are people among us who swallowed it) as when he said that a 
spontaneous outburst of anger among the people had caused the outrages 
and that they were stopped after a few hours. At the same time he laid 
himself open to the convincing reply that — if such things can happen 
unhindered — the authority of the state must be in a bad way. As a 
matter of fact there is no doubt that we are dealing with an officially 
organized anti-Jewish riot which broke out at the same hour of the night 
all over Germany! Truly a disgrace! Naive Party functionaries have freely 
admitted that . . . a neighboring burgomaster, as early as Wednesday, the 
ninth, expressed his sorrow to Pastor Weber that he had orders to take 
action against a respectable Jew. . .. They were shameless enough to 
mobilize school classes (in Feldafing, on the Starbergersee they even 
armed the pupils with bricks). In a Swabian village, Leyen says, the 
Catholic teacher gave in, but the Evangelical teacher refused to let the boys 


*It is of interest that Vom Rath’s mother publicly forgave Grynszpan and 


expressed her understanding of the motives that drove Grynszpan to the assassina- 
tion of her son. 


go. . . ..As a matter of fact, in other countries they are making a proper 
distinction between the people and the group responsible for acts such as 
these. But it is futile to deny that the lowest instincts have been aroused; 
and the effect, especially among the young, must have been bad. One 
comforting thought is that this time indignation has gripped not only the 
great majority of the educated class but also the broad sections of the 
people as a whole. It seems to me that the Nazi leaders sense this darkly. 
Subtle retreats are to be observed here and there. Only the Schwarzes 
Korps lashes out with blind rage against the grumblers. . . . According to 
Bruckmann even thorough-going National Socialists, after witnessing the 
devilish barbarity with which the S.S. treated the unfortunate Jews, are 
now completely converted. . . . Discussions are said to have taken place 
between Gauleiter Adolph Wagner and the Police President of Munich, 
Vom Eberstein, as to ‘who was really behind it’. Guilty consciences.” 

A later entry reads: “In Berlin — during a severe cold spell. These days 
are marked by a deep sense of shame which has weighed heavily on all 
decent and thoughtful people since the hideous events of November [the 
pogrom]. There is talk of little else. Apparently our rulers are fully aware 
of the disastrous effects of this stupid and vulgar undertaking. Even within 
the inner sanctum the majority of those responsible secretly condemn 
the pogrom, and everyone tries, shamefacedly, to make minor amends. But 
this does not change the essence of the matter one whit; on the contrary, 
one gets the impression that the paroxysm is spreading into all fields of 
public life, domestic and foreign. . . . On 23rd December, Hess spent two 
hours with the Bruckmanns. They said he had never before been so 
depressed. He left no doubt that he thoroughly disapproved of the action 
against the Jews; he had presented his views to the Fuehrer in very clear 
terms and had implored him to stop the pogrom. Unfortunately his efforts 
had been in vain. Hess pointed to Goebbels as the real instigator.” 

I present Von Hassel’s account without deleting comments which S. 
will surely seize upon to support his own views. I can foretell that S. will 
grab on to Von Hassel’s concern for opinion abroad, his fear of brutaliza- 
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tion amongst the youth and so on and so forth. By now, it is obvious that 
S.’s mind is incapable of admitting very much in connection with this 
issue. The reader, however, is asked to assume a total view, to see the 
Vom Rath pogrom in its generality. If we stick to the point, several facts 
are clear: the pogrom is absolutely to be rejected as evidence of popular 
anti-Semitism. It was meticulously prepared from above; it was executed 
by chosen, carefully organized police and Nazi scum; although there were 
surely unsavoury individuals — which the German people share with every 
other people, although S. is likely to notice thieves, looters, pickpockets, 
scoundrels, murderers, and such banditry exclusively among Germans — 
who used the “occasion” to line their own pockets with valuables, the broad 
mass of people were taken by surprise, alarmed and met the behaviour of 
the organized pogromists with unconcealed hostility, causing the Streicher 
press to lash out against “grumblers” and the régime to assume a defensive 
attitude toward the “action”. S. takes to the imagery of a Streicher like a 
duck to water. He waddles around the muddy pool of German fascism, 
splashes in its muck and quacks out: “fantastic”, “ignorant”! Every act of 
the régime, every belch of a reactionary, every medal on the uniform of a 
banker and Chancellor — this and more garbage is dissolved into the 
mass of the German people, written up on the ledger of an impotent 
Germanophobism, trumpeted to the world as evidence of a familiarity with 
German conditions and as a demonstration of an opponent’s “ignorance”. 

S. is not even above creating his own fictitious premises from which to 
draw cheaply fictitious conclusions. We learn from the utterly false premise 
that the majority of German concentrationaries did not oppose anti- 
Semitism or “many aspects of the Nazi régime” (indeed, that “many” of 
these inmates “were victims of private vengeance”) — “another delightful 
trait in the make-up of the German character”. By what is this preposterous 
allegation supported? Perhaps by no more than the “fact” that there are 
people in all the prisons of the world who are victims of private vengeance, 
from which S. evidently draws the conclusion that in Germany “many” 
were victims of private vengeance, which in turn supports the conclusion 
that “most” of the camp inmates “did not oppose . . .” etc., etc. Thus are 
things transformed when we come to Germany — or should we say, to 
Germanophobes! Hegel once answered this personalized, gossipy species of 
reasoning in another connection by saying that if no man is a hero to his 
valet it is not because the former is no hero but because the latter is a 
valet. “Historical personages waited upon in historical literature by such 
psychological valets, come poorly off; they are brought down by these their 
attendants to a level with — or rather a few degrees below the level of — 
the morality of such exquisite discerners of spirits.” To which we may add 
that if anyone adds to Hitler’s victimization of hundreds of thousands of 
German concentrationaries, it is because he has cheap malice toward his 
subject, cheap malice in his historical “views”, cheap malice in his pen and 
cheap malice in his bones. 

The references to De Gaulle and France, needless to say, are misreadings 
— S. does not understand what is presented before his eyes in cold print. 
If he bestirs his intellectual faculties and removes his eyes from the gun- 
sights of Germanophobism for a moment, he will see what is really said. 
The French people, in fact, did “accept defeat” in their own way, and had 
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to do so. They had to adapt themselves to the occupation and draw them- 
selves together until they could find the right time to strike back. Had they 
listened to the adventuristic clarion calls of De Gaulle and his crew of 
actors, safely tucked away in London, they would have encountered disaster 
after disaster. As it is, many unnecessarily paid with their lives because 
adventurers egged individuals and groups into actions that led to certain 
destruction without in any way impairing the German occupation. One 
need think little of Petain as such, but, alas, it must be admitted that even 
the Allied noblemen in Washington and London recognized his function 
and played ball with him. This function was simple enough to find a 
modus vivendi with Hitler until the people could move into the arena and 
render his réle unnecessary. S.’s uproar is pure steam: he quacks, cries, 
grunts and bellows. His hero remains a theatrical general who gambled the 
resistance movement, then collecting under the timorous skirts of Petain, 
for newspaper headlines, diplomatic skittles, colonial holdings in Africa and 
political prestige. Petain justly regarded his trial as an act of treachery — 
and this, by the very figures who coolly used him to prevent the Germans 
from grabbing the French fleet. One does not have to express any 
“gratitude” to him to acknowledge, at least, that even Petain made sense 
in the context of a completely defeated France, while De Gaulle was and 
remains a political adventurer. 

S. drops into historical and social problems like a man from another 
planet. He bolts around with haughty morality, with cinema-like versions 
of political issues, smashing expensive china on one shelf and fingering 
gaudy little trinkets from another. The notion that there is any continuity 
or context to historical events is completely alien to his thinking. The 
uniform of a Bethmann-Hollweg is equatable to the elemental movement 
of an entire people; a De Gaulle, raised by the misfortunes of the French 
people from nullity to the back of a white horse, exhausts the resistance 
movement of France; every cliché acquired in the long journey of human 
life through movie houses, Churchillian orations, newspaper headlines, 
after-dinner table talk, sentimental radio programs and popular magazines 
is impressionistically scattered among great historical facts and events. To 
travel with S. through the tortured paths of German and European history 
is a grey and dismal experience: in the swell of national unification he sees 
only the briars of anti-Semitism; in the storm of war and revolution he 
sees only the Freikorps; in the tottering edifice of Weimar, which settled 
not a single economic or social problem, he sees only the “opportunity” for 
“representative government”; in the first steps toward German fascism, he 
sees nothing but popular malice toward the Jews; in the monstrous rise of 
world totalitarianism, he sees Germans — big Germans, little Germans, 
fat Germans, thin Germans, male Germans, female Germans — in short: 
Germans, and all bad. 

It would be wise under these circumstances not to recommend any books 
for S. to read, but first to suggest he climb out of the intellectual cradle in 
which his University education and staff experience have evidently confined 
him, remove the swaddling clothes of political immaturity and modestly 
take a look around before calling others ignorant. He might well discover 
that the world is a bit different from a Hollywood thriller. 

24th December, 1952. 
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3. FROM A READER Lynn, Massachusetts. 
10th January, 1952. 
Contemporary Press, 
New York 17, N.Y. 
545 Fifth Ave. 


Dear Friends: 

Contemporary Issues No. 10 came yesterday, and I like this number 
very much. Kemp’s analysis of developments in Japan and East Asia is the 
best I have seen. The broad view of genocide as a basic tendency under 
degenerating Capitalism is intelligent and searching. 

But I haven’t been able to get very enthusiastic over your “Great Utopia”. 
It seems a laborious attempt to serve up the warmed-over viands of 
nineteenth century radicalism. I wonder if the primacy given economics is 
not superficial and dated? The findings of modern psychology and anthro- 
pology must be taken into account. I am afraid our troubles go back quite 
far, and are deeper than economic exploitation. Capitalism and its tech- 
nology, it seems, have brought out the worst in an inherited culture that 
got on the wrong track at least as far. back as stone axes. 

I would not play down the economic factor, but if that was all that was 
amiss, we would have found a way to put things to rights long before this. 
Scarcity alone does not necessarily make men beasts. There is clear evidence 
of this in recent studies of so-called “primitive” cultures. But given our 
particular cultural heritage, scarcity certainly does bring to the fore a 
definitely bestial sub-stratum of transmitted behaviour. It would seem that 
as we Europeans are now culturally constituted, a universal and primary 
need is to oppress and to bedevil our brethren, mostly “for their own good”. 
I am not convinced that under a universality of warmth and full bellies this 
aggressive appetite would vanish. 

This view does not leave much for hope, I must own. Perhaps it is 
mistaken. Anyway it is widely enough held to receive attention — indeed, 
many like myself who have come through Marxist politics, incline toward 
it. I for one would very much like to see how you would handle this view- 
point — if you would give it more than the usual polemical going over of 
the Marxists. 

Enclosed is a money order for a year’s sub. Mine may or may not be up 
— I have lost track. But I would not want to miss your forthcoming issue, 
and also feel your efforts are most worthy of support. 

Very truly yours, 
J.G. 
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VIGNETTES OF AMERICAN LIBERTY 


(1) THE RIGHT TO WORK 


The front pages of the American press, in the past two years, have been 
filled with righteous indignation at the spectacle of thousands of “suspect 
elements” in Eastern Europe being forced from their livelihoods by govern- 
ment ukase. The same papers, in a demonstration of strict objectivity, have 
printed (on their shipping pages) the news that the United States Coast 
Guard is now exercising the right of deciding who shall and who shall not 
work in the American maritime industry. 

For some time now the government has been sieving merchant seamen 
of “suspect” elements, with the assistance of the maritime unions. This 
haphazard screening, together with an intensive “anti-radical” drive within 
the once Stalinoid National Maritime Union, has succeeded in pasteurizing 
an industry that once contained a higher percentage of “politicals” than any 
other in the nation. 

This is strictly backwoods vigilanteism, however, compared with what is 
taking place today on the waterfront — and receiving about as much 
attention as a cricket match in Brooklyn. In incubation there is a system, 
applicable readymade to the entire American economy, that has excellent 
prospects of transforming street-corner shoe-string peddling into the 
occupational identification of the non-conformist. 

This waterfront catharsis is being effected principally in New York — 
a sinkhole of corruption where the piers are ruled by the biggest gang of 
freebooters since Captain Kidd. On this dockfront, where a radical invites 
a blackjack every time he lifts his head, the Coast Guard has set up its 
“port security” machinery. 

After more than a year devoted to processing New York’s 45,000 long- 
shoremen and thousands of others whose livelihoods bring them to the 
piers, the Coast Guard last summer proclaimed a list of sacred docks on 
which the profane feet of those who had not passed through its “security” 
sieve would not be permitted to tread. The list was extended a few months 
later; there is little doubt that it will eventually blanket the entire port. 

From the standpoint of the “port security” system’s avowed aim — 
protecting “vital” piers and cargo from sabotage — the restrictions would 
draw a scornful look from a ten-year-old comic-strip reader. Significantly 
enough, the regulations apply only to those who work habitually on the 
waterfront. The casual visitor can gain entrance to this carefully guarded 
preserve by merely stating his business and obtaining a visitor’s pass. Stalin 
himself, were he to have shaved off his moustache, and printed up a wallet 
full of calling cards, could have entered on forbidden territory with an 
atomic bomb in each pocket. 

But from the standpoint of initiating the de-employment and economic 
freezeout of the political rebel, the system can already claim its modest 
successes. Several hundred have been denied the badge of purification, a 
blue-and-white card carrying the bearer’s fingerprints, rogue’s gallery 
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photograph, physical description and signature. These work permit cards 
(for that is what they are) are not issued with the careless abandon with 
which Coast Guard passes were distributed during the last war of libera- 
tion, when all the applicant needed was certification from his employer. On 
the contrary, the cards are issued only after the applicant has spent a sixty- 
day period in purgatory, during which time his qualifications for the 
privilege are carefully scrutinized. The Coast Guard has displayed a some- 
what grotesque coyness in disclosing what happens after an application 
enters the bureaucratic maw, a reticence that has succeeded in concealing 
from everyone with an intelligence quotient below fifty that they are passed 
before the all-seeing eye of the FBI. 

The grounds for damnation or absolution have never been disclosed, 
either in individual cases or as a general criterion. More specific has been 
the Navy in setting up the employment standards for its ammunition piers. 
Present or past membership in any of the organizations on the Attorney- 
General’s “subversive” list — the handy pocket guide for heretic hunters 
—_ is sufficient to disqualify. Above and beyond, the Navy reserves the 
right to exclude anyone else it sees fit. 

Against the refusal of a Coast Guard card there is no challenge. There is 
an appeal, yes . . . to a Coast Guard board. No one has as yet challenged 
this exclusion from employment without manifest cause in the courts. The 
American Civil Liberties Union has maintained a silence in the great 
American liberal tradition of Caspar Milquetoast. 

Worth mulling over is the Coast Guard’s declared touchstone for deter- 
mining what piers should be placed on the sanitary list. Asked why a group 
of docks handling such likely objects of sabotage as rubber, hides and jute 
had been proscribed while others dealing with tanks, guns and ammunition 
had yet to be listed, a Coast Guard officer explained that the former were 
“potentially” militarily vital. 

The program is not being permitted to drag. Already there are rumors 
that next on the list will be shipyards “doing Navy work”. Since there is 
not a single major yard that does not receive contracts for repairing the 
Navy’s extensive fleet of transports, few shipbuilding workers will escape 
an FBI digest of their biographies, their geneologies and their tapped 
telephone conversations. 

The enterprise, it is apparent, is limited only by the budding police 
state’s capacity to sift through its dossiers. A congressional committee has 
come forward with the recommendation that the process be applied to all 
“defense” industry. There, indeed, is the field without boundary. Every 
manufacturer of dolls’ dresses is a “potential” producer of uniforms, every 
tin can factory is “potentially” a birthplace for shell casings, every ribbon 
plant can be converted to the production of red tape. 

The fate of the “subversive” is clearly delineated. Squeezed inexorably 
towards the fringes of employment, forced finally from his last-ditch job as 
lavatory-cleaner in a lipstick factory (a potential manufacturer of war paint), 
he is thrust into the economic wasteland to huddle for warmth with his 
fellow unemployables. That situation, of course, cannot be permitted to 
continue; there are, if nothing else, well-exercised laws against vagrancy. 
If nothing else can be found . . . well, there is no shortage of snow in 
Alaska, waiting to be shovelled — and not a flake of it vital. 








ill 













































VIGNETTES OF AMERICAN LIBERTY 265 







And if somewhere along this path there are objections, perhaps even 
from some whose revolutionary activities have been confined to the DAR, 


there is another category in the official vocabulary, waiting only to be 
dusted off. 


The term is “potentially subversive”. 
MartTIn Norris 





THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST 
CONSCRIPTION IN BRITAIN 


EDITORIAL NOTE 


. We wish to draw the attention of our readers to the national campaign 
for the abolition of conscription now being conducted by the No Conscrip- 
tion Council. The National Service Act ends on the 31st December, 1953, 
but the Government has announced that it intends to present in November 
a draft order in council renewing this blatantly undemocratic Act and 
extending certain of its provisions. Parliament, however, has the power to 
end the Act. As part of their activities and in collaboration with many 
organizations and individuals, the No Conscription Council is collecting 
signatures throughout Britain for a petition to Parliament demanding an 
end to conscription. 

Conscription adversely involves directly or indirectly the majority of 
people in Britain. The major parties are at present agreed on the “need” to 
prolong it, and every pressure must therefore be brought on M.P.s and the 
Government to consult the public on the matter. 

The campaign is so organized that all individuals, organizations, 
Societies, etc., who agree on the necessity for abolishing conscription, 
|, irrespective of differences of views on other matters, can help to this end. 
' In this way, the London friends of Contemporary Issues are actively 
engaged in this campaign and are fruitfully collaborating with a branch of 
the Independent Labour Party. 

We therefore appeal to our readers to assist in whatever way they can 
to bring pressure on the Government through their M.P.s, through letters 
to newspapers, by getting signatures to the petition, and in any other ways 
which lie open to them. For further information, copies of the petition, etc., 
we invite all who are interested to write to us, or to the No Conscription 
Council, King’s Cross Mission Buildings, Crestfield Street, London, W.C.1. 

In connection with this campaign we welcome the following article by 
Lieut.-Colonel Read-Collins. With his indictment of conscription and the 
main tenor of his article we are in substantial agreement. We hope the 
article will also serve to initiate discussion on the many sides of the matter 
which remain to be clarified and we invite our readers to participate, by 
sending us comments, material, criticisms, etc. 





* 





* 


Lieut.-Colonel Nicholas Read-Collins* 


BRITAIN AND CONSCRIPTION 


Capitalist exploitation of the under developed areas and 
resultant Nationalist resistance has compelled Britain to 
create a huge conscript Army. By extending a political 
expedient which by law ends this year the British ruling 
class abandons all pretext to champion the rights and 


liberty of the individual. 


Tue Bishop, answering questions no-one had asked, wound up with 
thunderous stress (which made do for eloquence) on the guarantee of 
individual freedom provided by the western way of life. A young man on 
his feet shouted “What about conscription?” The Bishop rooted to his 
gaiters was saved further embarrassment by a Member of Parliament who 
answered “Exceptional times demand exceptional measures”. 

In 1953 this little cameo of British life is probably more indicative of 
the English contemporary scene than all the flatulent tantares for the 
Coronation. Had the politician replied “Evil times demand evil measures” 
he would have put British policy as regards conscription in a nutshell. 
Such frankness, however, is to be found neither in the mouths of politicians 
nor of prelates. . 

By law conscription in Britain ends this year. For this reason it is 
receiving some publicity — not too much, lest the secret purpose of 
conscription should become obvious to the people. This publicity throws 
light on yet another aspect of the decline of capitalist morality. Bourgeois 
morality holds that a good goal cannot be scored by foul play. But con- 
scription, regarded even by its supporters as an evil, flatly contradicts this 
belief. Those who support conscription as “a necessary evil” renounce first 
principles of their philosophy, and announce their recruitment to the camp 
of war. 

The Christian code of public morality — “Love thy neighbour” and 
“Thou shalt not kill” — to which lip service is paid by the nation’s 


* Biographical Note: Read-Collins was conscripted into the Artillery in 1939 
and served ten years as Regimental, and Staff Intelligence Officer, in India, Burma, 
Malaya. His last appointment was Chief, British Division Legal Section General 
MacArthur’s GHQ Tokyo. After touring Korea returned to Britain to denounce 
Syngman Rhee and the United Nations for their concealment of the true origins 
of the Korean War. Is a Lecturer in Far Eastern Affairs in which capacity he 
visited China last year at the invitation of the Peking Foreign Affairs Association. 
Former Secretary of the No Conscription Council and well known to the British 
Peace Movement. 
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political leadership, is violated by a code which seizes conscription as a 
weapon of its policies." 

A conscript is trained to kill: not the disease of power politics, not the 
real aggressor, but innocent civilians who by chance find themselves in the 
target sights of a napalm-loaded bomber. This violence against the guiltless, 
under the drapery of “law”, is now being justified on the highest moral 
plane in Korea and Malaya. When the policeman kills the civilian he is 
supposed to protect, something is obviously wrong. 

Sociologists admit that belief in a way of life, whether it protects 
cannibalism or private property, is the cement which holds a community 
together. Once that belief is shaken, the community becomes unstable, 
degenerate, and disintegrates.” 

The fact that a Labour Government justified conscription in peace time, 
and its Conservative successors extended that policy, reflects the prevailing 
degeneracy of British political life. Before Labour came to power in 1945, 
the substitution of conciliation for coercion in foreign affairs was the motif 
of its policy, long since discarded. The Conservative Party, which stridently 
campaigns for the “sanctity of the individual”, plans to extend military 
service after 1953, thus shackling again the voteless conscript to the tread- 
mill of power politics. 

This breaking of faith with the people is undermining any remaining 
confidence in the “British Way of Life”. A Way of Death would be a more 
descriptive phrase. To-day the “British Way” is signposted by collective 
punishment of the impoverished villagers in Malaya and Kenya, the 
irresponsible use of Napalm in Korea, and the threat of biological twilight 
as the aftermath of atom war.’ In Britain conscription cannot be claimed to 
be “democratic”, even in a loose political rendering. Conscription is 
imposed arbitrarily by the State. It commits youth to the liability of 
military service from the age of 18 to 29 — 104 years in all. It commits 
him in advance to any war in which any British Government has the folly 
to be involved. Conscription naturally places the heaviest burden on an 
underprivileged section of the community — the widowed mother, the 
one-man business, the crofter farmer. 

Conscription of wealth and property is the logical first step to take if the 
defence burden is to be shared equally. 

It is significant that the first laws promulgated by the Allied Occupations 
of Germany and Japan, abolished conscription because it was un-democratic. 
What logic is it that condemns Nazi conscription, and approves British 
compulsory military service? 

Conscription has all the ingredients of forced labour. It demands forced 


* A good example of the political exploitation of a Biblical text is “Greater love 
hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends” chiselled on 
many a War Memorial. By adding to the text “by dedicating himself to social 
service” we get a proper interpretation very different from the idea of a life 
flattened by high explosive on the battlefield. 

*E.g. Ainu (Japan), Eddystone Islanders (Pacific), Igoroti (Philippines). The 
decline of faith in capitalism is of course accompanied by a parallel belief in a 
new society built by socialism. 

* Vide experiments carried out at Los Alamos University, Nevada, on radiation 
after-effects at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
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labour in the services, at greater risk, and lower wages, than prevail in 
civil life. 

From time to time propagandists claim certain beneficial effects from 
conscription. In revealing a high rate of illiteracy among conscripts, it may 
claim to have done good. This of course is no justification for conscription, 
but an indictment of Governments whose niggardly expenditure on educa- 
tion permits such a medizval situation. All the benefits claimed for con- 
scription could, and ought, to be provided as of right through social 
security and welfare — health, education, travel, broadened outlook, and 
so on. The Government’s lack of concern for things which really count is 
indicated by a recent threatened cut of £30,000 in the Workers’ Educa- 
tional Association grant, yet the Government’s supplementary arms 
estimates, amounting to an additional £123,000,000, get by without serious 
question. 

Because of conscription, industry is short of manpower, production costs 
are rising and delivery dates cannot be guaranteed. Britain’s competitors, 
America, Germany and Japan, have no such handicaps. Last year the 
number of working days lost by industrial strikes was 1,793,000. The 
number lost by conscription was 115,705,000. Arms makers condemn work 
stoppages but champion conscription as a necessity. 

Is Britain so well off that she can afford military service on a scale 
greater than that of any other nation in the world? Of course not: Shortage 
of manpower in the export industries recently compelled the Government 
to grant further deferment to 30,000 engineer apprentices, thus abandoning 
altogether the principle that all youth must share the burden of conscrip- 
tion. ' ; 

Cricket and football clubs, Sunday Schools, village and social groups 
have all lost so many members to the forces that their activities are 
seriously handicapped. This is just one aspect of social change created by 
universal conscription. 

When released from the services, conscripts unfortunately do not always 
return to their former activities. They are often unsettled, and Courts, 
Probation Officers and social workers all testify that conscription breaks up 
home life, and blunts social interests. Yet the body of the Church, whose 
responsibility lies in developing a community spirit, sanctifies all this in the 
name of public service to the national. welfare. 

Similar pious exhortations were on the lips of the Prelates 150 years ago, 
when the African slave trade was being defended as a desirable and moral 
thing, as are uttered by most Churchmen to-day. 

Conscription has now existed in Britain for fifteen years — but the 
Colonel Blimps would have had it if they could as long ago as the Boer 
War (even though the Russians hadn’t then been thought of). There is a 
great likelihood that conscription will be accepted as normal in capitalist 
democracy, and this is a step towards conditioning the younger generation 
to the idea that war is inevitable. It does no service to the cause of peace. 

The Times, 20th February, 1953, reported the following military 
strengths. The accompanying figures are inserted to give a balanced 
background. 
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Population; Area in sq. | Armed forces; No. r Size of | % of budget 
in miles to at 1,000 of pop.| basic spent on 
millions defended March ’S3 in forces division defence 
U.S.A. 150 3,260,789 3,600,000 23 18,705 60 
U.S.S.R. 194 8,708,070 2,500,000 12 11,000 24 
U.K. 53 120,279 866,400 20 15,000 33 


The figures of strengths, produced by General Omar Bradley, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the American Central Intelligence Agency, 
were given to a Senate conference presided over by President Eisenhower. 

It is important to recall that at the peak of her offensive against the 
Nazis, Russia had 12 million under arms. The figure of 2} million under 
arms to-day agrees with that given in the Soviet Note to Britain in 
February, 1951, and in any reliable and non-political year book. 

In 1951 the British Royal Institute of International Affairs produced an 
analysis entitled “Defence in the Cold War”, which stressed that Russia had 
neither the desire nor interest to provoke a world conflict. The Chairman 
of the group which made this study was General Sir Ian Jacob (now 
Director-General of the B.B.C.), and the present Secretary of State for 
War was a member. This view was corroborated by General MacArthur 
in his testimony before the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee after 
his recall from Korea, 1952. 

The United Nations Economic Survey for Europe (1950) published a 
table for defence expenditure in terms of “man-years per 1,000 inhabitants”. 
In 1951 Britain spent 82 man-years, U.S.A. 74, and Russia 49. This was 
at a time when the Labour Government was telling the electorate that 
re-armament was vital to deter Russian aggression. While it is arguable 
that western economy required the orders which re-armament would bring, 
there exists little from a military viewpoint to reinforce the argument of 
Russian aggression. 

“The danger of war has receded” asserted Mr. Churchill and Lord 
Alexander, Minister of Defence (at the Conservative Party Conference, 
Scarborough, 9th November, 1952), Mr. Eden, Foreign Secretary (at High 
Wycombe, November, 1952), General Alfred Gruenther, Chief of Staff to 
General Eisenhower (testifying to U.S. House of Representatives Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Washington, 25th March, 1952). 

The only explanation for the extension of conscription that politicians 
can give when challenged with these facts is “Exceptional times demand 
exceptional measures”. By its actions it seems that the Government does 
not read its own propaganda, or at least is unimpressed by it. The period 
of conscription was raised to two years following the outbreak of the 
Korean war in 1950, yet the entire British Commonwealth contribution to 
the United Nations force in Korea is about 20,000. This includes 5,000 


» conscripts. The additional troops produced by an extension in the period of 
conscription now serve, not in Korea, but Malaya, Egypt (where Britain’s 


forces are four times greater than the Treaty limit) and Hong Kong. 
The Army and Air Force “Z” and “G” reserves are not being called for 


| training in 1953. The reason is that Coronation military duties and three 


Coronation reviews leave no instructors for reservist training. It is clear that 


| neither the Korean war nor home defence is viewed as a priority in defence 


against “Russian aggression”. 
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There is much Press talk about conscription being necessary because of 
British “overseas commitments”. These are chiefly the Suez Canal military 
base, the Malayan colonial war and garrison, German and Austrian 
occupation forces, Hong Kong colonial garrison, police action in Korea, 
and economic and political crisis in Kenya. 

These commitments originate in the need to safeguard the economic 
interests of British trade, shipping and banking. That Britain’s trade should 
require world-flung protective garrisons, which is not so in the case of 
Canada, Russia, Sweden, India or China, draws attention to the method on 
which British economy is based. Britain’s postwar economic problems have 
emphasized the need for rapidly increased production of raw materials by 
the backward and underdeveloped areas of the world. These materials are 
of course manufactured by Britain into exportable commodities. It is signi- 
ficant that the poorest areas of the world are colonies — Malaya, Jamaica, 
Africa; former colonies — India, Burma, Indonesia, Philippine Islands; 
or countries of semi-colonial status — Egypt and China (up to 1949). 
Paradoxically the poorest regions contain the world’s richest sources of 
raw materials. For many years national movements have actively resisted 
Western economic exploitation, and since 1945 have grown rapidly in 
strength. India and Burma became free, so did Indonesia after a colonial 
war with the Dutch; the Vietnamese are still fighting French colonialism in 
Indo-China; war persists in colonial Malaya, while a successful Chinese 
revolution creating a powerful economy independent of Western inter- 
ference is a guiding light to the people of Asia. Resistance by backward 
countries to the extraction and export of their native wealth to solve the 
West’s dollar problem, has produced a lingering crisis. In this crisis the 
interests of Britain are diametrically opposed to those of the backward 
peoples. In an attempt to solve this conflict, the Government introduced 
force, and force demanded military conscription in Britain. It is worth 
noting that the freedom of India denied to England the use of 180,000 
Indian troops which had previously been available for “police duties” in 
Asia. This loss was an important factor in the introduction of conscription. 
Yet military service was argued necessary entirely on the grounds of the 
threat from Russia! 

The Scandinavian countries, Canada and Australia, have high living 
standards which are not based on the exploitation of backward areas. It is- § 
incorrectly argued by some that if the colonies and the backward areas had 
complete economic freedom to trade with whom they pleased, there would 
be a fall in English standards of living. This is untrue. North American 
independence from British colonial control did not ruin Britain as was 
prophesied at the time. It helped the development of the enormous American 
market. The economic development of backward countries and their free- 
dom from foreign controls, leads to rising standards, peace and prosperity. 
The most recent example of this is China. Trade on terms of equality and 
mutual advantage is absolutely necessary for peace. If Nigeria or Malaya 
forced Britain to trade on such terms as now exist between the latter and 
the backward areas, imperialism and colonialism would quickly be under- 
stood by working people for what they really are. 

Finally, a word about conscription, war crimes and the professional 
soldier. When capitalism violates the personal freedom of an individual 
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by conscripting him, it commits an offence against individual liberty. 
Having once violated civil liberty, what guarantee is there that the State 
will not transgress further? In addition, how is the civil population to know 
that war against the coloured population of Central Africa or the people of 
China is necessary to their well-being? Once big business is unable to 
carry popular opinion by its propaganda, which has become unreasonable, 
illogical and repulsive, then it employs the State’s coercive power to 
regiment and dragoon. So the people become victims of propaganda, 
conditioned like Pavlov’s dogs to jump at each other’s throats at a given 
signal. 

In the German and Japanese war-crimes trials, accused frequently 
pleaded that the crimes they committed were in obedience to orders. The 
Court refused to accept the “plea of superior orders” on the ground that 
the individual is always responsible for his own actions. Thus a British 
conscript pilot ordered to saturate a Korean village with jellied petrol is 
not absolved from personal responsibility because he obeys the orders of a 
senior officer. It was precisely this ruling that made some ranking Allied 
Officers very uncomfortable about the use of terror weapons in any future 
war. If the rulings of the International War-Crimes Courts are to be upheld 
— indeed, they must be, if we are to hold any principles at all — the 
only security a conscript has against being indicted a war criminal, is in 
objection both to conscription and to war. He may be faced with the alter- 
natives of being shot for disobeying orders in time of war or of being 
executed after the war as a war criminal for obeying such orders. It is 
frequently ruled by Conscientious Objectors’ Tribunals that the individual’s 
first duty is to obey the state and military law. This clearly challenges the 
rulings of Nuremberg and Tokyo. 

It is doubtful whether a professional soldier has ever, in military history, 
complained of having too many men. The reverse is always true; generals 
always want more and more men to command. Because a man is a profes- 
sional soldier and not a teacher or a salesman, it is sometimes thought that 
he is free of the ambitions of the civilian. This is a mistake. War establish- 
ment and organization tables are argued endlessly in the manpower 
department of the War Office. Very often an increased establishment means 
a rise in rank and pay. The war-promoted Major General who, because of 
post-war demobilization returns to the rank of Major, is a dangerous 
fellow. His ambitions are frustrated. He wants more men in the forces, and 
is thankful for the small mercies of a cold war and a few thousand 
conscripts to play with." 

There is not a single proof in the whole of recorded history that con- 
scription has prevented aggression, stopped war or guaranteed victory, in 
fact there is good evidence that by increasing tensions between nations, 
conscription accelerated re-armament — and this led to war. From 
experience we know that water cannot be carried in a sieve. Similarly by 
history we know that conscription has never achieved what politicians claim 


“The recent amnesty to Frenchmen of Alsace conscripted into the German 
forces in the last war, and charged with the massacre of Oradour, is a classic 
example of abandonment of the Nuremberg principle for political expediency. 

*From the viewpoint of military strategy and economics, conscription in Britain 
is proving an inefficient method of defence. 
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for it. But someone always says “We must be prepared — look what 
happened in 1939”. If we were not “prepared” in 1939 then only the 
Generals and politicians are to blame. A glance at the yearly services 
estimates in Hansard, and also those for America, show that each year 
increasing sums were voted for arms between 1919 and 1939. 

It is difficult to understand why soldiers and politicians can make so 
many mistakes involving life and well-being of millions, and remain 
unpunished. Indeed decorations and civic receptions are pressed upon them. 
The Somme, Passchendaele and Vimy Ridge in the first war were a bloody 
commentary on obsolete military notions. The Maginot and Siegfried 
Lines, Dunkirk, and guns pointing the wrong way at Singapore in the 
second world war, were the result of hopeless miscalculation. As if Hiro- 
shima, Bikini and Monte Bello had never happened, Generals are still 
demanding enormous reserves of manpower. Field Marshal Montgomery 
cries “The war will be won or lost by reserves”. Surely it is a delusion that 
wars can still be “won” or be “successful”. No one has yet averted death by 
preparing for it — and no nation has ever averted war by re-armament. 
The question of preparation has got entirely out of focus; it is preparation 
for peace that is the responsibility of the West. 

As long as Ils. 6d. in every £1 of the budget is spent on arms, and less 
than ld. (including the administrative costs) on colonial welfare, so long 
will Britain lay the foundation for hatred and war. 

As long as Britain sells jet aircraft to Arabia and Israel because, in the 
words of the Minister responsible, “It is profitable”, our troubles and the 
dangers of war will multiply. 

For as long as £480 a year is spent on a soldier in the Malay Regiment, 
and 8s: is spent per head on education, there will be hostility to British 
colonial policy, and consequently fresh demands from rubber and tin 
interests for the services of conscripts. 

The time to change these negative policies is now. Britain has a declining 
population. Retired people are getting more numerous, which throws 
increased tax burdens on a shrinking labour force. Britain cannot afford 
forces larger than at any time in her history. The military age group between 
eighteen and forty-five is decreasing every year at the rate of 40,000 men 
or the equivalent of two divisions according to the Ministry of Labour. In 
eight years’ time it will be no longer possible to call up conscripts at the 
present rate. Certain political parties, and the interests which finance them, 
will then be compelled to abandon the pretext that nineteenth century gun 
boat imperialism pays the sort of dividend we want in a free and peaceful 
world to-day. 

The abolition of conscription would rob England of no military dis- 
advantage. It would save millions in taxes and labour productivity, iow 
being squandered and impoverishing the country. Here is a chance for 
Britain to set an example to the world. If as much ingenuity and time were 
spent on the possibilities of peace, as are spent in devising military agree- 
ments, this simple lead could have been taken in the United Nations long 
ago. 

*It is noteworthy that the British Government is very happy to sell arms te 


countries useful in capitalist diplomatic intrigue, but with ostentatious righteous- 
ness condemns the sale of so-called strategic goods to the Soviet Union and China. 
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